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PREFACE 

One of the important components of the price 
support policy for the agricultural commodities 
formulated by the Government of India over three decades 
ago and periodically reviewed and revised thereafter has 
been the fixation of the minimum support prices so as to 
provide protection to the farmer against losses caused 
by violent fluctuations in the market prices. 

2. Over the years, considerable changes have 

taken place in the relative importance of the 
commodities sold and purchased by the farming community, 
referred in common parlance as the Terms of Trade. The 
Expert Committee for the Review of the Methodology of 
the Cost of Production of Crops under the chairmanship 
of Dr. C.H. Hanumantha Rao recommended that a Task-Force 
might be set up to examine the terms of trade between 
the agricultural and the non-agricultural sectors 
in its entirety and develop a methodology for 
constructing an Index of Terms of Trade in the changed 
scenario. 

3. In pursuance of this recommendation, a Task 

Force was set up under the chairmanship of Dr. A.S. 

Kahlon, former Chairman of the Commission for 
Agricultural Costs and Prices. The Task Force has 
accomplished a pioneering task of crystalizing the 
concept, developing the methodology and actually 
presenting the Index of Terms of Trade, based on a new 
methodology and base for the years 1981-82 to 1992-93. 

I would like to compliment Dr. Kahlon and the members of 
the Task Force for bringing out this timely report. 
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4. The methodology and the new series of the 
Index of Terms of Trade between agricultural and non- 
agricultural sectors will be used by the Commission for 
Agricultural Costs and Prices and the Government in 
formulating the agricultural price policy in the years 
to come. 


-5. I am sure that the publication of this Report 
will help to disseminate the wealth of information 
available on the Terms of Trade amongst planners, policy 
makers, administrators, research scholars and the 
general public. 
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(G. BALAKRTSHNAN) 


New Delhi, 

the 10th April, 1996. 
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CHAPTER! 


INTRODUCTION 

The Expert Committee for Review of Methodology of Cost of Production of Crops in 1990 examined, inter 
alia, the series of Index of Terms of Trade (ITT) developed and maintained by the Commission for Agricultural 
Costs and Prices (CACP) with base triennium ending 1971-72= KX)..TheCommittee also went into the data base 
used in the construction of these index numbers as also items covered under the component indices of prices 
received and prices paid by the farmers. The Committee, observed that the basket of goods purchased by the 
farmers does not include items like seed, manure, feed & fodder, wages paid to agricultural labour etc. Similarly, 
coverage of items purchased for family consumption is also inadequate. 

1.2. Exclusion of some of the components or items, in the view of the Committee, obviously leads to a weighting 
diagram which does not show the real picture. It has, therefore, suggested to examine the composition of input 
structure and output mix of the agricultural sector with a view to assigning appropriate weight to each of the items/ 
commodities purchased and sold by the agricultural sector. Taking into consideration the complexities of the prob¬ 
lem, the Expert Committee recommended that a Task Force may be constituted by the Ministry of Agriculture to look 
into the problem in its entirety and develop a methodology for constructing the Index of Terms of Trade. 

1.3. In pursuance of the above recommendations of the Committee, the Ministry of Agriculture set-up a Task 
Force to look into the problems relating to the Terms of Trade between agricultural and non-agricultural sectors in its 
entirety and develop the methodology for constructing the index numbers of terms of trade. The composition of the 
Task Force was as follows: 


Prof. A.S. Kahlon 

Former Chairman CACP 

Chairman 

Dr. S.S. Acharya 

Chairman 

Commission for Agricultural 

Costs and Prices 

Member 

Shri K. Rajan 

Adviser (Agriculture) 

Planning Commission 


Economic Adviser 

Ministry of Industry 


Economic Adviser 

Deptt. of Economic Affairs 


Dr. G.S. Ram 

Economic & Statistical Adviser 

Ministry of Agriculture 


Economic Adviser 

Ministry of Commerce 


Director 

Prices & Cost of Living Division 

Central Statistical Organisation 




.v. Dr. S.S. Srivastava Member 

Chief Executive Officer 
National Sample Survey Organisation 

10. Director 
Labour Bureau 
Shimla 

11. Shri T. R. Vcnkatachalam 
Principal Adviser 

Deptt. of Statistical Analysis & 

Computer Services 
Reserve Bank of India 

12. Dr. Prem Vashistba 
Director 

National Council of 
Applied Economic Research 
New Delhi 

13. Dr.B.L.Mungekar ” 

Depli. of Economics 

University of Bombay 

14. Dr. M.S. Bhatia Member Secretary 

Addl. Economic Adviser 

Dte. of Economics & Statistics 
Ministry of Agriculture 

On receiving a request the Task Force co-opted as member 

Shri Laxmi Narain Modi, 

Executive Director 
Nation Building Forum 
New Delhi 110049. 

1.4. Department of Economic Affairs, Ministry of Commerce, and Labour Bureau nominated Ihe following 
officers: 

1. Dr.S.N.Kaul 
Economic Adviser 

Deptt. of Economic Affairs. 

2. Shri J.S. Sawhney 
Addl. Economic Adviser, 

Ministry of Commerce. 

3. Dr. Kewal Ram 
Joint Director, 

Labour Bureau. 

As Shri T.R. Venkatachalam, Principal Adviser, Reserve Bank of India relinquished his office, he was 
replaced by Shri R. Nagaraja Rao, Principal Adviser, Reserve Bank of India as a member of the Task Force. After 
the superannuation of Shri J.S. Sawhney, the Ministry of Commerce was later represented by Shri K.M. Raipuria, 
Adviser. 
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1.5. 


The terms of the reference of the Task Force were as follows: 


(i) To look into the problem relating to terms of trade between agricultural and non-agricultural sectors in 
its entirety. 

(ii) To evolve or develop appropriate index numbers of terms of trade reflecting parity between the prices 
received and prices paid by the farmers both for domestic and farm expenses. 

(iii) To identify the items including the farm inputs and for domestic consumption purchases by the farmers 
and output mix sold by the farmers and assigning tire appropriate weight to each of the item. 

(ivl To identify the centres/markets, commodities and varieties for which price quotations may be taken/ 
used for construction of parity index. 

(v) To decide about nature and sources of price data, periodicity of price etc., to be used. 

(vi) To suggest appropriate base year for construction of index of terms of trade between agricultural and 
non-agricultural sectors. 

(vii) To make any other suggestions relating to construction of index numbers of terms of trade between 
agricultural and non-agricultural sector. 

1.6. A copy of the notification issued by the Ministry of Agriculture, Government of India, for setting up of the 
Task Force on Terms of Trade between Agricultural and Non-Agricultural sectors is given at Annexures 1-1 
and 1-2. 

1.7. In addition to the members of the Task Force as detailed in para 1.3 above, a number of persons from various 
central organisations were associated with the deliberations of the Task Force. A list of these persons is given in 

Annexure 1-3. 

1.8. The Task Force held six meetings on 8th Juneand 30th July 1993 and 23rd February, 25thMarch, 15th to 
16th September, 1994 and 9th February, 1995. It discussed the detailed background notes and memoranda prepared 
by the concerned officers and organisations and reviewed the scope, coverage, methodology etc. of the existing 
index of terms of trade being prepared by the Commission for Agricultural Costs and Prices. The Task Force held 
detailed discussion about the growing importance of terms of trade indices in the context of emerging economic 
scenario. It also reviewed the changing economic scenario with liberalised industrial and trade policy, linking of 
domestic economy with the world/international market and its influence on the prices of produce of agricultural 
sector and farmer’s income. The Task Force identified and decided about the inclusion of inputs/commodities pur¬ 
chased by the farmers both for farm and domestic consumption and capital formation and also those sold by the 
farmers. It also decided about assigning appropriate weights to each item/commodity in the series of index numbers 
of prices paid and received, the type of prices to be considered and used and the suitable base period for building the 
series. The details are given in various chapters of the report hereafter. 

1.9. The report of the Task Forcehas been divided into nine chapters including the present introductory chapter 
which gives details about setting up of the Task Force, scope, coverage, etc. The remaining eight chapters give a 
detailed account of construction of index numbers of Terms of Trade between agricultural and non-agricultural 
sectors. Chapter-II deals with the importance of Terms of Trade in the emerging economic scenario with special 
reference to structural adjustments and economic reforms. Chapter-Ill gives the broad issues about methodology 
and concepts of terms of trade. Chapter-IV deals with selection of base period whereas Chapter-V is concerned with 
the indices of prices paid by the agricultural sector for (a) domestic consumption, (b) intermediate consumption 
(farm inputs) and (c) capital formation. This Chapter also gives the items/commodities included under various 
groups of expenditure and prices to be used alongwith the method of giving weights to each of the items in the total 
expenditure. Chapter VI is devoted to selection of commodities, construction of weights and choice of prices for 
construction of index numbers of prices received by the agricultural sector. Chapter VII deals with parity indices 
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and trams of trade between agricultural and non-agricultural sectors, whereas Chapter-VIII deals with the impor¬ 
tance of non-price factors in farm income and terms of trade. Chapter-IX presents a brief summary of the work and 
recommendations of the Task Force. 

1.10, Tlte Task Force would like to put on record its appreciation of diligence, tact and competence which its 
Member Secretary, Dr. M.S. Bhatia, brought to bear on this assignment. On him fell the major burden of organising 
the work and writing of the report of the Task Force. He was most ably assisted by Shri Tribhuan Singh, Joint 
Director. 
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CHAPTER II 


TERMS OF TRADE AND THE FARM ECONOMY 

No strategy of economic reform and regeneration in a country like India, where agriculture continues to 
provide employment and incomes to about two-third of the work force, can succeed without sustained and broad 
based agricultural development, which is critical for raising-living standards, alleviating poverty, assuring food 
security, generating a buoyant market for expansion of industry and services and making a substantia] contribution to 
the national export growth. An analysis of growth of agricultural production in India during the last two decades 
shows some acceleration from 2.80 per cent per annum during the period 1971-72 to 1981-82 to 3.23 per cent per 
annum during the period 1981-82 to 1991-92. The growth would need to be not only sustained but further acceler¬ 
ated. As the scope for expansion in cultivated area is limited, a faster growth of agricultural production in the future 
would critically depend on the acceleration in the growth of yield per hectare and advances in production and 
marketing technology and related infrastructural developments. 

11.2. Higher growth of productivity in agriculture depends on continuous upgradation of technology of produc¬ 
tion and increased investment in such yield raising infrastructure as irrigation and power on the one hand and creat¬ 
ing a favourable price framework for the farmers on the other so that they find investment and use of costly modern 
inputs profitable. If the prices of the commodities purchased by the farmers rise at a rate higher than the prices of 
commodities sold by them, their enthusiasm to use modern inputs gets thwarted and growth in productivity slows 
down. As a consequence, the capacity of the farmers to save and invest is eroded. In other words, with the moderni¬ 
sation of agriculture, the adverse terms of trade can substantially affect the level of use of technological inputs and 
hence capital formation and level of output. If a productive technology package and efficient inputs delivery system 
is available, favourable price climate induces the farmers to opt for yield-raising inputs and increase the investment 
in the farm sector. It is in this context that the terms of trade for the farm sector needs to be treated as an integral part 
of die overall agricultural development strategy. 

11.3. The terms of trade between the agricultural and non-agricultural sectors enables comparison of the prices 
of exports of the agricultural sector with the prices of imports from the non-agricultural sector. Relative indices of 
these two factors indicate the position of the net barter terms of trade and show how the economy of a particular 
sector is moving vis-a-vis the other. Under the condition of favourable terms of trade for agriculture, other things 
remaining the same, it is usually expected that farmers' income would be increasing, they would be induced to invest 
and thereby would further accelerate the rate of growth in output. One of the reasons for continued traditional 
agriculture with poor adoption of technology in the pre-green revolution period was the relatively low pricing of 
foodgrains and adverse Terms ofTVade. Since the middle of the 1960s when market support and remunerative price 
environment were accorded explicit recognition in the new strategy of agricultural development, adoption of tech¬ 
nology and use of modem inputs in agriculture picked up sharply. This helped considerably in raising the production 
of foodgrains and that of other agricultural commodities. The rate of growth of productivity of foodgrains during the 
post-Green Revolution period was 2.25% per annum during 1967-68 to 1990-91 as against only 1.52% per annum in 
the pre-Green Revolution period of 1949-50 to 1964-65. In the later part of the post-Green Revolution period, i.e. in 
the eighties, terms of trade have generally been stable. This has resulted in the sustained rate of growth in production 
in the agricultural sector but adversely influenced the rate of investment and acceleration in the rate of growth of 
output. It is, therefore, obvious that if the rate of growth of agricultural production is to be accelerated through higher 
investment, then terms of trade have to be maintained in such a way that they are not against the agricultural sector. 

11.4. The Task Force considered it important to distinguish clearly between the concepts of “profitability” and 
“favourable terms of trade". It was observed that it may not always necessarily be true that favourable terms of trade 
by implication ensure high profitability and unfavourable terms of trade imply loss of profitability to farmers. A 
reduction or relatively low increase in prices of agricultural produce, if it is a consequence of reduction in cost of 
production due to better and more productive technology, does not result in decline in the profitability of the farmers. 
In fact, it would be beneficial to both producers and consumers. However, it would be unfair to consumers i f, despite 
reduction in cost of production, terms of trade are continued to be kept in favour of agriculture. 

11.5. One of the disturbing features of agricultural development in India in the recent period is the declining/ 
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stagnant behaviour of the gross capital formation in this sector, particularly in the 1980s. Agricultural investment at 
constant prices of 1980-81 declined from Rs.1779 crores in 1980-81 to Rs.1223 crores in 1990-91. Private Sector 
investment which accounts for about two third of the investment in agriculture has also been either stagnant, if not, 
declining in the late 80s, although, it has shown slight improvement in the last two years. This trend does not augur 
well particularly when the objective is to accelerate the rate of growth in agriculture to meet the increasing demand 
for both the domestic and external market. As the investment made by the Government in such infrastructure as 
irrigation facilities and power not only builds up the production potential but also induces the farmers to make 
complementary investment, substantial step-up in public sector investment in the agricultural sector hardly needs 
any emphasis. Simultaneously, it is also necessary to recognize the need to revamp the agricultural credit system, 
which has been lately choked, so that private investment in the farm sector picks up. 

11.6. In order to increase the investment in agriculture, particularly in the private sector, agriculture has to be 
made profitable enough so that it could provide adequate savings to the farmers and induce them to make further 
investment. Profitability of agriculture can be increased if there is enough increase in productivity and the terms of 
trade remain stable but not tilted against agriculture. 

11.7. Terms of trade analysis received greater attention only in the late seventies. In view of the increasing 
importance of terms of trade in formulating price policies and the development programme, the Government of India 
modified the terms of reference of the Commission for Agricultural Costs and Prices in 1980 so as to consider terms 
of trade as one of the factors for formulating the price policies. The CACP has since then inter-alia, been considering 
terms of trade as one of the factors while formulating its recommendations on the price policy for agricultural 
commodities.to the Government. 

11.8. vice July,1991 the country has taken a series of measures to restructure the economy and improve the 
balance of payments position. The new economic policy introduced changes in the areas of trade policies, monetary 
and financial policies, fiscal and budgetary policies and pricing and institutional reforms particularly with regard to 
the agricultural sector. The signing of the new GATT and evolution of World Trade Organisation (WTO) are likely 
to have significant influence on demand, marketing, prices of agricultural commodities, and their terms of trade. 

11.9. The macro-economic policy changes introduced in the country during the last three years and a half have 
important implications for the terms of trade of the farm sector and growth of agricultural production. The Govern¬ 
ment has influenced the terms of trade and incentives to the agricultural sector directly through sectoral policies and 
through industrial protection and macro-economic policies. The direct interventions include (a) subsidising the cost 
of farm inputs viz. fertilisers, irrigation, power, credit, farm-equipments, seeds and plant protection chemicals, (b) 
protection of domestic producers of import-competing food products through quantitative restrictions or tariffs on 
imported commodities and (c) holding down the cost of food items for consumers and of raw material for domestic 
industry through restrictions on exports and procurement at predetermined prices. Indirect interventions affect the 
prices of agricultural products relative to those ofothers through protection of domestic industry and non-alignment 
of the exchange rate. Before the recent 20 per cent depreciation of the Indian rupee, the overvalued exchange rate 
helped industry against agriculture. Slow growth in effective demand for food associated with trade controls and the 
exchange rate contributed to maintaining relatively low agricultural prices. The recent trade and exchange rate 
reforms are expected to reduce the bias against agriculture. 

11.10. As regards sector specific policies, input pricing policy would need to be dovetailed with the output 
pricing policy. Economic reforms and liberalisation in various sectors are likely to influence the prices of major 
agricultural inputs such as power, irrigation water besides fertilizers. In this connection, it needs to be pointed out 
that decisions relating to the decontrol of prices of phosphatic and potassic fertilizers and moves to reduce or with¬ 
draw the subsidies on irrigation, power and credit have a direct bearing on the terms of trade for the farm sector. As 
a consequence of these decisions, the prices of several major inputs have gone up. Unless these consequences of 
new policies on the farm sector are taken into account, the farm sector may get further disadvantaged. 

11.11. On the external front, liberalisation implies opening up exports and imports and letting the world signals 
affect the production decisions at home. In regard to foreign trade in agricultural products, quantitative restrictions 
(QRs) and canalisation of imports are likely to be replaced with tariffs. The reduction in Government subsidies is an 
important aspect of economic reforms. 
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11.12. New economic reforms and trade policy are likely to give a boost to food processing and horticultural 
products. The Government has substantially stepped up allocation of resources in the Eighth Plan to the horticulture 
sector to about Rs.1000 crores from the level of just Rs.30 crores in the Seventh Plan which is likely to promote 
horticultural production and its export under the new economic environment. However trade liberalisation and 
linking of the domestic market with the world market are likely to affect the domestic prices and terms of trade of 
different sectors. 

11.13. The policies affecting the prices of farm products have also undergone considerable change during the last 
two years. Since 1991-92, the system of announcing procurement prices of cereals and Government agencies trying 
to mop-up the targetted quantities at these prices has been abandoned and even in the case of cereals, only minimum 
support price is announced. In the past, the zonal system was introduced to facilitate increased procurement out of 
domestic production but it created an obstacle in the way of the entire country operating as one integrated market and 
the result was a very sharp rise in foodgrain prices in the deficit states. To make the country one integrated market, 
inter-state movement restrictions have been removed with a view to allowing the free movement of surplus foodgrains 
throughout the country. Further, the restrictions on trade in agricultural commodities have been considerably re¬ 
duced. In the changed situation, foreign trade policy should provide the mechanism for influencing agricultural 
terms of trade. Trade policy needs to be made an integral part of agricultural price policy. 

11.14. For maximising the gains from the liberalized trade policy, it would also be necessary to improve the 
performance of the domestic market. There are quite a few restrictions still operating which impinge upon the 
conduct and performance of the domestic market. The levy on rice millers continues. Under this provision, the 
millers are required to hand over a specified proportion of rice milled by them at a pre-determined price which is 
derived from the minimum support price of paddy after adding conversion costs. The percentages of levy vary from 
state to state and is as high as 75 per cent in Pun jab and Haryana. Similarly, the sugar factories are required to hand 
over 40 per cent of sugar produced by them as levy at a pre-determined price, which is derived from the statutory 
minimum price of sugarcane. The monopoly procurement of cotton in Maharashtra is still in place. These alongwith 
the stock limits on traders and selective credit control deny the opportunity to the farmers to benefit from the liberal 
domestic market. It is, therefore, necessary to take appropriate steps for removing bottlenecks that come in the way 
of improving the efficiency of the domestic market as a consequence of the operation of the policy of selective credit 
controls, Essential Commodities Act and policies relating to future trading. 

11.15. Further, it needs to be recognized that a product if allowed to be exported can fetch a good unit value, 
particularly when it is of a quality acceptable in the intemali onal market. For improving the quality upto the interna¬ 
tional standard, suitable varieties need to be popularised for cultivation and the marketing, processing and packaging 
facilities will have to be considerably improved. It would also be necessary to improve infrastructure like quick 
means of transportation and port handing facilities so that the exporters are able to meet the delivery schedules. 
Further, to realise a higher unit value from exports, the country would have to establish itself as a reliable supplier in 
the international market. 

11.16. While a policy of more liberalized domestic and international trade is pursued, the need to protect the 
farmers from excessive fall in prices due to bumper harvest in the country or a slump in the international market has 
to be recognised. In this context, it would be important to not only continue to pursue a policy of minimum support 
prices but also strengthen the price support mechanism and its implementation. Simultaneously it would also be 
necessary to protect the poor consumers. 

11.17. Although changes in programmes and policies can lead to more efficient use of agricultural resources and the 
raising of the overall production and productivity, actual behaviour would depend upon the extent of improvement in 
terms of trade in favour of agriculture as also on the response of the farmers to price increase. In this context it would 
be important to monitor the changes in terms of trade so that effective policy measures, if needed, can be taken to 
ensure that the farmers benefit from new economic policies. 
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CHAPTER III 


CONCEPTS OF TERMS OF TRADE AND BROAD ISSUES ABOUT METHODOLOGY 

Before deciding the approach, methodology and the sources of data for constructing the indices of terms of 
trade, the Task Force examined the work already done on the subject in the country. It was felt that it would be 
essential to critically examine and deliberate upon it so that shortcomings in the existing series could be identified 
and appropriate improvements may be taken-up while developing the new methodology. 

111.2. The basic purpose of agriculture terms of trade analysis is to understand the movements of prices of 
various commodities sold and purchased by the agricultural sector and thereby assess the changes in purchasing 
power of a unit of agricultural commodities over a period of time. 

CONCEPTS OF TERMS OF TRADE 

111.3. The concept of terms of trade was historically developed in the context of the theory of international 
trade. In order to monitor the relative gains in international trade, indices of terms of trade are being constructed by 
various countries. The index of net terms of trade in the international trade employs unit value index of exports 
expressed as per cent of unit value index of imports. It is expressed as under:— 

Unit value index of exports 

Index of Net Terms of Tirade =-xlOO 

Unit value index of imports 

111.4. The related term in the international trade is the gross barter terms of trade which is the ratio of volume 
index of imports to volume index of exports expressed in percentage. This index of terms of trade helps in monitor¬ 
ing the relative growth of imports to the exports thereby showing the capacity of one unit of physical exports to 
command a quantity of imports. 

111.5. The concept of terms of trade was later extended to monitor the unit value or prices of commodity ex¬ 
changed between agricultural and non- agricultural sectors in the domestic trade. Most of the work in this regard 
initially considered terms of trade as ratio of the index of wholesale prices of agricultural commodities to those of 
non-agricultural (more correctly manufactured) products expressed in percentage terms. This is expressed as:— 

Index of wholesale prices of 
agricultural commodities 

Index of Terms of Trade =-x 100 

Index of wholesale prices of 
manufactured products 

111.6. The objective of this index of terms of trade was to monitor the relative movement of wholesale prices of 
agricultural and manufactured commodities. 

111.7. The above approach is considered faulty due to two reasons. Firstly, for estimating agriculture barter terms 
of trade, prices of only those products should be considered that are actually exchanged between agricultural and 
non- agricultural sectors. This, however, is not the case when comparison is made on the basis of index of wholesale 
prices of all the commodities of agricultural and non-agricultural sectors as above. Second limitation arises out of 
difference in the coverage of products that are actually exchanged between agricultural and non-agricultural sectors 
as also the relative weights assigned to different commodities in the construction of wholesale price indices. 

111.8. The Task Force considered various indices of terms of trade being constructed by some of the countries as 
reported by the Food and Agriculture Organisation (FAO) of the United Nations. The following are some of the 
index numbers of terms of trade being constructed: 
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Index of prices received 
for farm products 

(I,) Index of Terms of Trade = -x 100 

Index of prices paid for farm 
inputs 

Index of prices received 
for farm products 

(1 2 ) Index of Terms of Trade = -x 100 

Index of price paid for 
farm inputs and final 
consumption 

Index of prices received 
for farm products 

(1 3 ) Index of Terms of Trade = -x 100 

Index of price paid for 
farm inputs, final consump¬ 
tion and capital investment. 

III.9. The Terms of Trade based on ratio of prices received for farm products and prices paid for farm inputs 
serve the limited objective of indicating the relative production profitability over time. These are also called parity 
index of prices received for output and paid for farm inputs. However, if the objective is to observe the changes in 
the Terms of Trade between agricultural and non-agricultural sectors, all items of prices paid i.e. final consumption, 
production inputs and capital investments become relevant and should be considered. Hence, Index of Terms of 
Trade, at I 3 above, is more relevant to examine the terms of trade between the two sectors. 

III.l 0. The Task Force examined the utility of various indices of terms of trade and felt that while I ( above would 

be useful to depict the trend in profitability in agricultural production, I 3 which is a ratio of prices received and paid 
for all categories of expenses including consumption, production and investment, would be useful to monitor the 
price trend of various types of expenses. It will also be able to reflect the change in the prices of items of fixed 
investment in agriculture, if the price of farm machinery, tractor, pump sets etc. rises more than the prices of agricul¬ 
tural commodities. 

INCOME TERMS OF TRADE 

III.l 1. The related concept often used in literature is the income terms of trade. This term has been defined 
differently in various studies. The propagator of this concept argued that index of terms of trade as discussed earlier 
is the Net Barter Terms of Trade (NBTT) showing the increase or decrease in the ratio of index of prices received 
and paid by the sector. It does not show the economic health by increase or decrease in the income of the sector. 
According to them income terms of trade is a better indicator of the trend in income of the agricultural sector. 
However, the approach and methodologies being used in the Indian system is different from that used in the 
developed economies. In a developed economy like that in USA, the concept of income terms of trade between the 
agricultural and the non-agricultural sector is referred to indicate the relative parity in per capita income of the two 
sectors. However, this concept cannot be applied in the Indian context as with a relatively low growth in agriculture 
in relation to other sectors, a large proportion of the agricultural population would be required to be shifted to the 
non-agricultural sector to maintain the parity in income terms of trade between the two sectors. 

III.12. The concept of income terms of trade as being used by some researchers in India is basically the product 

of tlie ratio of indices of prices received to indices of prices paid and the quantity of marketed surplus exported to the 
other sector. The index of income terms of trade for the Agricultural Sector is constructed by multiplying the ratio 
of indices of prices received by agriculture for its products to indices of prices paid by the index of quantity of 
marketed surplus. This is defined as 
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where P a is the index of prices received by agriculture for exports to non-agriculture, P ns is index of prices paid by 
agriculture for imports and Q K is the quantity of marketed surplus exported to the non-agricultural sector. On the 
other hand index of income terms of trade for the non-agricultural sector would be defined as 


where Q mi is the index of quantity of marketed surplus exported from non-agricultural to the agricultural sector. In 
this approach indices of income terms of trade would reveal growth in total income of both the sectors and in no way 
indicate the parity in per capita income of the population of the two sectors. 

III. 13. The other approach being used in construction of index of income terms of trade is to multiply the ratio 

of indices of prices received by agricultural sector to indices of prices paid by it by the index of productivity per 
hectare in agriculture. This index again shows only the growth of income per hectare in agriculture and in no way 
indicates the relative position of the increase in the income of the agricultural to the non-agricultural sector as there 
would be increase in productivity of the non-agricultural sector also which is not being considered at any stage in the 
construction of income terms of trade for agriculture under this approach. 

111.14. An appropriate approach to construct the index of income terms of trade would be to consider alongwith 

NBTT or change in relative prices of agricultural and non-agricultural sectors, the quantity exported/imported from 
both the sectors as also changes in population engaged in two sectors. Since the time series data on the inter-sectoral 
movement of aU the commodities as also changes in population engaged in different sectors are not available, it 
would be difficult to construct the indices of income terms of trade on a regular basis. 

III. 15. In view of the inadequate data and absence of standard methodology for construction of the index of 
income terms of trade, it is suggested that only the index of net barter terms of trade as indicated by ratio of indices 
of prices received by agriculture for its products to indices of prices paid by it should be constructed in the present 
situation. 

111.16. Initially, a number of research scholars considered the ratio of the indices of wholesale prices of agricul¬ 
tural products and those of the non-agricultural products (more correctly ‘manufactures’) as an index of terms of 
trade. This approach was faulty mainly for two reasons. First, for estimating agriculture’s barter terms of trade, prices 
of only those products should be compared that are actually exchanged between agricultural and non-agricultural 
sectors. This is not the case when one compares the wholesale prices of agricultural and non-agricultural products. 
Secondly, a major limitation of wholesale price indices is their lack of capacity to represent adequately the prices 
received and paid by the agricultural sector, due to difference in the relative weights assigned to different products in 
the construction of wholesale price indices. Thus, when we confine to the coverage of products that are actually 
exchanged between the agricultural and the non-agricultural sectors, their relative weights are bound to be dissimilar 
to what are assigned to them in the construction of wholesale price indices. Thus, there is a distortion in the relative 
weights of the commodities exchanged between the two sectors and, consequently, it reinforces the view that the 
ratios of index of wholesale prices of agricultural and non-agricultural commodities cannot provide the basis for 
estimating agriculture terms of trade as they are understood in economic theory. 

111.17. The review of works done on terms of trade is confined to the studies by Thamarajakshi (1969,1977), 
Kahlon and Tyagi (1979,1983), and Mungekar (1988). Again, Mitra (1977), Tyagi (1988), Vittal (1986 and 1988), 
and Mungekar (1993) have contributed to the concept and methodology of terms of trade. However, the methodo¬ 
logy used for estimating the terms of trade, suffer on some count or the other. Terms of trade involves a comparison 
of prices of commodities sold and purchased by the agricultural sector and therefore the scope of exchange between 
the two sectors should be as wide as possible. 

111.18. The Task Force debated the methodology of constructing the terms of trade indices as developed by 
Kahlon and Tyagi and being used by the CACP, in the light of the issues raised by various researchers and scholars 
as also observations made by the Expert Committee for Review of methodology on estimation of cost of production 
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of crops headed by Prof. C.H.Hanumantha Rao. It was observed that the latest series of the index numbers of terms 
of hade available is only that being prepared by the CACP and the same may be taken as the basis for deliberations 
and work for development of methodology on the subject. 

III.19. In order to develop the appropriate weighting diagram for construction of index of terms of hade, there 
are three important requirements to consider: 

(i) Selection of commodities sold and purchased by the agricultural sector and determining their weights; 

(ii) Identification of appropriate indicators of prices for all sales and purchases made by the sector; and 

(iii) The updated base which would be reflecting all the changes in die output and input mixes as well as 
providing the overall normal price situation. 

All the above issues are discussed in detail in subsequent chapters of the Report. 
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CHAPTER IV 


IMPORTANCE 


SELECTION OF BASE PERIOD 


In any series of index numbers, selection of base period has its own significance. Choice of base affects not 
only the changes in the movement of prices and growth but also sometimes the weighting diagram of the series. The 
changes in directions of movement of terms of trade due to choice of an inappropriate period as base for construction 
of the series of indices of prices received and paid may influence policy decisions in future about price fixation and 
market intervention, which may not be conducive for healthy growth of the agricultural economy. It was, therefore, 
felt that due care should be taken to select an appropriate updated base period for construction of the new series of 
index numbers. 

BASE PERIOD 

IV.2. The Task Force debated at length the selection of base period for construction of new series of indices of 
terms of Trade. Before taking a view in this regard, it requested the Commission for Agricultural Costs and Prices 
(CACP) to undertake an exercise of shifting the base of existing series of indices of terms of trade being constructed 
by them. The simple conversion of base of existing series of terms of trade from triennium ending 1971-72 to 1981- 
82 showed marked changes in the directions of movement of terms of trade. It was. therefore, considered important 
to carefully decide about the appropriate up-dated base period for the new series of terms of trade indices. 

IV.3. Another aspect that received the attention of the Task Force while deciding the base period for construc¬ 
tion of the series of the indices of Terms of Trade, is the structural changes in production and consumption pattern 
that have taken place over the years. Share of some of the modern inputs in agricultural production and many 
consumer goods in domestic consumption has significantly changed since the base period for earlier series of term of 
trade was selected. It was because of these factors that the Task Force decided to select a new base. 

IV.4. While deciding about the base period for the proposed new series of terms of trade indices, it was felt that 
the base period selected should be a recent one duly reflecting the structural changes in the economy. It was also 
considered that, as far as possible, the base period of this series should be consistent with other series of index 
numbers being constructed by the various organisations. Although decisions are yet to be taken about the selection 
of base in revision of other series of index numbers, it was observed that action has already been initiated to revise 
the series of index numbers of wholesale prices whereas other series are also to be revised in the near future with a 
more recent base period. 

IV.5. The Task Force, therefore, kept in view the following criteria, as recommended by the Technical Commit¬ 
tee for Construction of Agricultural Index Numbers in India headed by Dr. V.G. Panse (1967), in the selection of 
base period: 

(i) The base should be recent enough so that the comparisons are meaningful. It is recognised that the 
longer the time difference between current and comparison base period, more difficult it becomes to 
interpret the index numbers series as satisfactory indicators of changes in prices received and paid by 
the agricultural sector. 

(ii) It should be reasonably normal or average from the point of view of weather, agricultural production, 
use of inputs and agricultural prices. 

(iii) The base period should preferably be one which is used or likely to be used for other allied series of 
index numbers so that comparisons with series/sectors of the economy or their use in economic analy¬ 
sis, economic planning and policy making might be facilitated. 

(iv) In order that the series might serve the need for assessment of the progress of programmes of agricul¬ 
tural development under the Five Year Plans, the base period should preferably be a landmark in the 
planning stages such as the base of the plan or the beginning of the decade. 
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IV.6. Agricultural production is generally affected by uncertain factors like rainfall and weather and, therefore, 
subject to large fluctuations from year to year. It is, therefore, appropriate that the base period should be more broad 
based by taking an average of a number of years coinciding with the agricultural cycle at the all-India level which is 
considered to be generally of three years. 

IV.7. It was observed during the discussion on selection of base period that the year 1991-92 was not very 
normal either from the rainfall and weather point of view or from the point of view of price behaviour. It was also 
observed that the years 1988-89,1989-90 and 1990-91 were, by and large, normal in terms of rainfall and weather 
point of view as well as growth in GDP, price behaviour,etc. It was, therefore, agreed to adopt the triennium ending 
1990-91 as the base period for constructing the new series of index numbers of Terms of Trade for agriculture. It was 
also decided that the prices of this base period may be taken as the base prices for various components of the index, 
whereas the weighting diagram for different sets of products may be based on data for a period as close to this base 
period as possible. 
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CHAPTER V 

INDEX OF PRICES PAID BY AGRICULTURE 

Terms of Trade between agricultural and non- agricultural sectors requires an examination of the comprehen¬ 
sive list of the commodities that are traded between the agricultural and non-agricultural sectors. Index of prices paid 
by the agricultural sector would depend upon the items/commodities and their quantities which the agricultural 
sector purchases from the non-agricultural sector and their prices. The agricultural sector usually makes the pur¬ 
chases from the non-agricultural sector under the following three broad heads: 

(i) Commodities for final/domestic consumption. 

(ii) Commodities for intermediate consumption / inputs. 

(iii) Commodities for capital investment in agriculture. 

V.2. The reliability of the terms of trade would depend on how effectively the transactions between the agricul¬ 

tural and non-agricultural sectors amongst the various categories of purchases have been delineated and items iden¬ 
tified. The major issues and the approach adopted in the above three heads of expenditure made by the agricultural 
sector is detailed hereunder: 

INDEX OF PRICES PAID FOR FINAL CONSUMPTION(IPP-FC) 

V.3. The index of prices paid for final consumption received considerable attention of theTaskForceasthis 
was considered to be the major component of the total purchases made by the farm sector. Among the prices received 
and those paid by agriculture, the prices of final consumption products are of overwhelming importance as these 
products dominate the exchange between the agricultural and non-agricultural sectors. According to the study by 
Kablon and Tyagi on tarns of trade, final consumption expenditure accounted for 72.56 per cent of the total value 
of commodities purchased by the agricultural sector from the non-agricultural sector. Since bulk of the expenditure 
made by the agricultural sector is under this head of items, it is the index of prices paid for this group of commodities 
that would have significant impact on the ovaall index of prices paid by the fanners and ultimately on terms of trade 
indices. 

V.4. The issues related to the index of prices paid for final consumption by the agricultural sector were (a) the 
selection of ccmmodities/ilems to be included, (b) sources of data to be used for constructing the weighting diagram 
and (c) prices to be used. 

V.5 The Task Force discussed in depth the matter relating to the selection of commodities for construction of 
index of prices paid for final consumption by the agricultural sector. It was felt that consumer expenditure survey 
conducted hy the National Sample Survey Organisation (NSSO) provided detailed data on pattern of consumption 
expenditure in rural and urban areas. Since the rural sector is basically dominated by agriculture, the same was 
considered to be the nearest representative for indicating the pattern of expenditure by the agricultural sector. 

V.6. The Task Force was in'favour of making use of the latest available data on consumer expenditure so that a 
representative pattern-of expenditure is considered. As the detailed results of the consumer expenditure surveys were 
available only in respect of the-43rd round of the NSSO with reference to the year 1987-88, the same were used. In 
the initial ’meetings Qf the Task Force a suggestion was made that' the consumer expenditure data based on mini 
surveys of NSSO for the later y.ears were also available upto 1991 and the same may also be examined to see if the 
consumption pattern differs significantly from that thrown up by the 43rd round of the NSSO. 

V.7. The NSSO undertook a study at the instance of the Task Force and compared the consumption pattern as 
revealed by the consumer expenditure data of the 43rd round on the one hand and the mini/thin surveys for the 
triennium ending 1990- 91, i.e., 44th, 45th and 46th rounds on the other hand. The percentage of expenditure on 
major Heads of expenditure as obtained from the various rounds of the NSSO are shown in Annexnre V-l.l. 
Although the percentage on various heads of expenditure during different rounds of surveys are marginally different, 
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no definite trend is emerging in the consumption pattern. It is also very difficult to say whether the differences in 
patterns of expenditure during different rounds were statistically significant. Further, use of data relating to any mini 
round would require detailed dis-aggregated expenditure on each item which is available only for the 43rd round of 
theNSSO i.e. for the year 1987-88. The Task Force, therefore, felt that it would be appropriate to make use of the 
data as available from the 43rd round of the NSSO Consumption Expenditure Survey. 

V.8. The consumer expenditure data as available from the 43rd round of the NSSO provide detailed item- 
wise per capita expenditure uider various groups of commodities such as cereals, pulses, milk and milk produces, 
edible oils, meat, egg, fish, vegetables, fruits, salt and spices, sugar, beverages, fuel and light, clothing, footwear, 
miscellaneous including medical care, education, amusement, transport, conveyance, personal care effects and oth¬ 
ers. Under each major group, there arc various commodities/items on which the consumption expenditure is incurred 
as reported by the consumption expenditure survey. Details of the items/commodities as well as pattern of expendi¬ 
ture on these items are given in Annexure V-1.2. 

V.9. The Task Force examined these items of expenditure and felt that quite a good number of commodities/ 
items on which expenditure has been reported by the NSSO are being purchased from within the agricultural sector. 
According to the Task Force these items particularly included cereals such as jowar.bajra, maize, wheat etc. (other 
than rice), gram and other whole pulses, fruits and vegetables, etc. In the various studies on the methodology of 
construction of index of terms of trade like that of Kahlon and Tyagi, only those items which were purchased from 
outside the sector were considered for construction of index of prices paid for final consumption. 

V.10. There was considerable debate about the items like rice, pulses and edible oils. In earlier series, while 
edible oils were included under the list of items purchased by the agricultural sector for final consumption, rice and 
split pulses (Dal) have not been included ii this group. However, the Task Force felt that the decision about the 
selection of commodities purchased from outside the sector be based on its share of value added in the total value of 
output. Major processed agricultural commodities include flour, rice, dal and edible oils. 

V.ll. According to the Annual Survey of Industries data of the CSO for the year 1983-84, the share of value 
added by milling industry in the value of output of these major products is as follows: 


Commodity/Type of 

Milling 

Share of Gross Value 

Added to Final Value 
of Output 

Flour 

9.71 

Rice 

' 7.43 

Dal (Pulses) 

23.38 

Hydrogenated edible 

7.40 

oils/van aspati 


Rapeseed & Mustard 

5.29 

and Other Ordinary Oils 



The share of the gross value added in the final value of the output of flour, rice and split dal is higher than the share 
of the gross value added in the final output of edible oils. In the earlier series of ihe index of price paid for final 
consumption for the agricultural sector prepared by the CACP, edible oils have been included as one of the items 
purchased by the agricultural sector for final consumption. The Task Force felt that wherever share of gress value 
added in the final value of output is significant in the processed commodity, it should be included under the list of 
items purchased by the agricultural sector. Viewed in this co—ext, the Task Force felt that flour, rice and spilt dal. 
if purchased, should also be included in the list of items purchaseo u., die agricultural sector for final consumption as 
they are generally being purchased from the milling sector. 
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V.12. The weighting diagram for index of prices paid for final consumption (IPP-FC) by the agricultural 
sector was developed as per the value of the expenditure incurred on the selected items in the consumer expenditure 
survey for the rural sector observed under the NSSO’s 43rd round. The disaggregation of items in each of the sub¬ 
groups were made as far as possible and for those items for which separate price quotations/price indices were 
available. For some of the sub-groups for which break-ups were not available under the NSSO’s consumer expendi¬ 
ture surveys, items of expenditure were disaggregated on the basis of the weighting diagram of indices for rural 
labour constructed by the Labour Bureau. All items which have a weight higher than 0.05 and whose retail prices 
were available as per Monthly Abstract of Statistics (MAS) were retained in the list of the items purchased for the 
final consumption. 

V.13. In the case of rice, however, the Task Force felt that a considerable part of the rice consumed by the 
agricultural sector is home supplied or supplied by the sector itself. As pari of the paddy is processed by the farmers 
themselves to obtain cleaned rice, it was decided that value/quantity of rice consumed by the farm sector should be 
apportioned accordingly to get the quantity or the value of rice consumed by the sector that is supplied by the non- 
agricultural sector. 

V.14. B ased on marketable surplus ratio of paddy, the production of rice retained by the sector for its consump¬ 
tion was estimated. The share of paddy retained by the farmers for domestic consumption was estimated at 44.79 per 
cent, after excluding marketable surplus as 42.71 per cent and seed, feed and wastage as 12.50 per cent. Thus out of 
the total production of rice at 56.86 million tonnes during thereference base period, 25.47 million tonnes of rice was 
retained by the sector for consumption. Taking into consideration the rural population, the per capita production 
retained by the family for their home consumption was estimated to be 3.54 kgs. for a period of 30 days as against the 
total quantity of rice consumed as 7.4 kgs. during the same period. Alter deducting the share of rice supplied by the 
sector itself from the total value of rice consumption, die value of rice purchased from outside the sector was esti¬ 
mated. Taking this value of rice expenditure into account, the weights for all the commodities were accordingly 
adjusted. 

V.15. The final list of commodities so obtained and their value was added to make the total and the share of each 
of the items in the total value was assigned as weight for each of the items. The weights thus developed for the series 
of the items included for construction of IPP-FC is given in Annexurc V-1.3. 

PRICES PAID FOR ITEMS FOR FINAL CONSUMPTION 

V.16. The Task Force discussed the issues relating to prices paid for final consumption. It was felt that as the 
consumption items were purchased from retail markets, ii would be appropriate to use only retail prices of the 
commodities to construct indices of prices paid for final consumption. 

V.17. The Task Force examined the data on retail prices as available with different sources and their suitability. 
It was felt that most of the retail prices which are being published, refer to the selected centres/markets and as such 
cannot be used -without proper weighting and averaging. It was brought to the notice of the Task Force that Monthly 
Abstract of Statistics published by CSO provided monthly average retail prices of major items for a very long period. 
It was felt that the same may be used for constructing the indices of IPP-FC for the agricultural sector, as it would 
avoid duplication and save the time and other resources that would be required to compile the price statistics. 

V.18. However, the Task Force observed that the quantity of rice purchased from the non-agricultural sector 
includes a part purchased from fair price shops also. Therefore, it will be necessary to take into account the price of 
rice, prevailing at fair price shops with appropriate weights. It was decided that since the Labour Bureau is already 
working out state-wise weighted average price of rice based on its open market and fair price with appropriate 
weights for the Consumer Price Index for Agricultural Labourers, these may be suitably averaged to arrive at the all- 
India average price of rice, which may be used for working out the index of rice. 

V.19. The all-india annual average prices of selected commodities from 1981-82 to 1992-93 are shown in 

Annexures V-1.4A and V-1.4B. 
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CONSTRUCTION OF IPP-FC 


V.20. With the help of the weighting diagram as discussed in paras V.12-V.15 and item indices of retail pric.es, 
indices of prices paid for final consumption were worked out. The index of prices paid by agriculture for individual 
commodities as also for all commodities for final consumption with triennium ending 1990-91 = 100 as base are 
given in Annexures V-1.5A and V-1.5B for the periods 1981-82 to 1986-87 and 1987-88 to 1992-93 respectively. 
The latter period has larger coverage of commodities as, for this period, prices were available for larger number of 
items. 

INDEX OF PRICES PAID FOR INTERMEDIATE CONSUMPTION/AGRICULTURAL INPUTS (EPP-IC) 

V.21. The important aspect of prices paid by the agricultural sector is the expenses incurred in the purchase of 
farm inputs. This group of items, according to Kahlon and iyagi( 1980) accounted for 18.6 per cent of the total value 
of commodities/items purchased by the agricultural sector, As the commodities purchased under this group are farm 
inputs, the movement of prices of these commodities are very crucial for decision making in the agricultural sector. 

V.22. Construction of index of prices paid for intermediate consumption or agricultural inputs would therefore, 
require identification of inputs and their share that is purchased from the non-agricultural sector as well as the prices 
at which they are purchased. Amongst the material inputs used in agriculture are seed, chemical fertilizers, manure, 
electricity, pesticides, diesel, fodder & feed for livestock, irrigation water, market charges and current repairs and 
maintenance. Besides, there are charges for labour inputs. The Task Force devoted considerable time for selecting 
relevant items and estimating the proportion of various inputs purchased from outside the agricultural sector. 

V.23. All the agricultural inputs could be classified in three categories (i) those inputs purchased from outside 
the sector i.e. from the non-agricultural sector, (ii) those inputs which are partly purchased from the non-agricultural 
sector and partly from the agricultural sector and (iii) inputs wholly purchased from within the agricultural sector. 

V.24. The Task Force felt that inputs falling under categories (i) and (iii) above could easily be identified. The 
material inputs of chemical fertilizers, pesticides, diesel, electricity were considered to be purchased from the non- 
agricultural sector. Manure, on the other hand was considered to be supplied mostly by the agriculture sector itself 
and therefore, was not considered to be included in the list of inputs purchased by the agricultural sector. 

V.25. Major attention of the Task Force was focussed on the inputs which were falling in the second category 
i.e., which were partly purchased from outside the agricultural sector and partly supplied by the agricultural sector 
itself. The inputs which received special attention are briefly discussed hereunder: 

SEED 

V.26. Under the traditional farming system, seed as an input was being supplied by the agricultural sector itself. 
It is because of this that in most of the earlier series of indices of prices paid for intermediate consumption/ agricul¬ 
tural inputs, seed, as an input was not included for construction of index of prices paid for intermediate consumption. 
However, with the coming in of multinational seed producing companies and commercial production of seed, quite 
a good proportion of hybrids and other improved seeds are being produced commercially and purchased by the 
farmers. Some improved seeds are even being imported. It was felt that hybrids and other improved seeds which are 
purchased from commercial organisations/research institutes or universities should be considered as purchases made 
from outside the agricultural sector. 

V.27. Seed Division of the Ministry of Agriculture maintains rates of seed replacement for 18 major field crops 
in the country. These crops taken together account for about 80 per cent of the total cropped area. The average value 
of seed per hectare for these crops was available from cost of production surveys in the major growing states. Taking 
into consideration the average area under the crop during the base period of the triennium ending 1990-91, the value 
of seed per hectare and seed replacement rate, the value of seed replaced for various crops was estimated. This value 
of seed replacement was considered as purchased from outside the sector as given in Annexure V-2.1. For the 
remaining crops which accounted for about one-fifth of the cropped area, it was assumed that seeds were being 
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produced and supplied by the sector itself. The average seed replacement rate in the country as a whole was esti¬ 
mated as 13.01 percent. 


SEED PRICES 

V.28. The major suppliers of certified seeds are the National Seeds Corporation (NSC) and State Seed Corpora¬ 
tions (SSC) besides some of the Slate Agricultural Universities, research institutes and private seed companies. 
However, die major organisation which sets the trend in prices of improved/certified seeds is the NSC. The sale 
prices of certified seeds of various crops were obtained from the marketing Division of die NSC as given in Annexure 
V-2.2. Taking into consideration the weight of each of die crops, which was in proportion to the value of its seed 
replacemeni/purchased out of the total value of die seeds purchased as shown in Annexure V-2.1 and the prices of 
certified seeds as obtained from NSC, die combined index of seed prices was calculated with the triennium ending 
1990-91 as base. The weighted indices of seed prices so worked out for the period 1980-81 to 1993-94 are given in 
Annexure V-2J. 

V.29. Tlie value of seed as estimated in the National Accounts Statistics (NAS) was adjusted proportionately 
with the help of the average rate of seed replacement as 13.01 per cent to obtain the value of seed purchased from 
outside the sector. 

FEED 

V.30. The fodder and feed for cattle is one of the major inputs in agriculture. It was observed that all the 
fodder and a good part of the feed for cattle are being supplied by the agricultural sector itself and hence it should not 
be considered as an input purchased from the non- agricultural sector. However, the Task Force felt that some of the 
concentrates and feed particularly poultry feeds, oilcakes, rice bran, etc. used as cattle feed are being purchased 
from the non-agricultural sector and hence should be included in the list of inputs for construction of the index of 
prices paid by the agricultural sector for intermediate consumption. 

V.31. The disaggregated estimates of details of feed for livestock was available from the NAS prepared by 
CSO. Details of these disaggregated estimates of feed of livestock for the years 1988-89 to 1990-91 are given in 
Annexure V-2.4. As per the disaggregated items of expenditure, details were available for oilcakes and rice bran as 
well as other concentrates. The Task Force accordingly decided to take die value of these two inputs from the feed of 
livestock as purchased from outside the sector. The average value of oilcakes and rice bran during the triennium 
ending 1990-91 was estimated as Rs. 1,147 crores and Rs.416 crores respectively at current prices. 

DRUGS AND MEDICINES 

V.32. Drugs and Medicines are other important components of input cost of maintenance and raising of 
livestock, though the cost of this input in proportion to total cost of iDputs in agriculture is not very significant. 
Detailed amount of expenditure on drugs and medicines for agriculture are not given in the NAS while estimating 
the value added for agriculture. However, die Input-Output Table of the Indian Economy 1983-84 which gives the 
intcr-sectoral flow of goods and services showed that the percentage share of drugs and medicines produced in the 
country was 16.56 per cent of the total value of chemicals produced. The Input-Output table further shows that 1.43 
per cent of the total value of drugs and medicines in the country were consumed in die livestock and animal hus¬ 
bandry sector. Taking into consideration the same ratio and the average total value of chemicals in the base year i.e 
triennium ending 1990-91 at Rs.28635 crore, the value of drugs and medicines used as inputs in agriculture was 
estimated at Rs.67.81 crores as per details given in Annexure V-2,7. This value was taken as an input used in the 
agricultural sector for intermediate consumption. 

HIRED LABOUR 

V.33. There was considerable debate about the inclusion of hired labour as an item of input for construction of 
index of prices paid for intermediate consumption by die agricultural sector. Views were expressed in favour of 
exclusion as well as inclusion of this item in die construction of index of prices paid for agricultural inputs. Those 
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who favour the exclusion of hired labour from the list of inputs for agriculture feel that hired labour is being 
supplied by the sector itself and its price as wages paid by the farmers are not paid to outside the sector. However, 
those who favour the inclusion of hired labour as an input to the agricultural sector feel that quite a good proportion 
of labour in the agricultural sector was being supplied from outside the sector. There are quite a large number of 
workers who are working in agriculture as labourers during peak operations like sowing and harvesting while for the 
remaining period they work as labourers in cities/towns. Further, most of the agricultural labourers in states like 
Punjab and Haryana are migrants from other states. 

V.34. The Task Force examined the implications of the exclusion of hired labour as an input item. It was felt that 

as cost of hired labour forms a substantial part of the total paid out cost of material and labour inputs ranging from 
15 to 25 per cent for various crops, its exclusion from the index of prices paid by the agricultural sector for interme¬ 
diate consumption/agricultural inputs would not give a clear picture of the increase in cost of production. The Expert 
Committee for reviewing the methodology of cost of production of crops headed by Prof. C.H. Hanumantha Rao had 
also made a note of the exclusion of hired labour from the list of items in the existing series of indices of terms of 
trade being compiled by the CACP. The Task Force, therefore, decided to include the agricultural wages for hired 
labour as one of the items in the index of prices paid for intermediate consumption/ agricultural inputs. 

V.35. The Task Force, however, felt that inclusion of total wages paid for hired labour in the paid out cost may 
not be appropriate . As per NAS, estimates of value of hired labour were available from CSO as a component of 
factor income. The estimates were available for value of hired labour in both organised and unorganised sectors of 
agriculture for the year 1988-89 and 1989-90 as given in Annexure V-2.5. Similar estimates for the year 1990-91 
were not yet available. It was observed that of the total wages paid for hired labour as Rs. 21233 erores, on an 
average during the period 1988-90, Rs. 1797 erores was paid as wages to labour in the organised sector and Rs.l 9437 
erores to labour in unorganised sector. During discussion, it was explained by the CSO that the organised sector 
included plantation crops of Tea and Coffee. It was felt that as these crops have been excluded from the list of 
commodities for which prices received are to be considered for construction of 1PR, it would be appropriate to 
consider compensation paid only to that labour in the unorganised sector which was supplied to agriculture from 
outside the sector. 

V.36. No direct estimate of labour supplied to agricultural sector from outside the sector was available. It was 
stated by the Labour Bureau that the Rural Labour Enquiry conducted by them during 1983 provides data on the 
number of agricultural labour in agricultural labour households (56397 thousand) as well as in rural labour house¬ 
holds (58484 thousand). The difference between the two (2087 thousand), which is 3.57 per cent of total rural labour 
households, has been considered as coming from outside the agricultural sector. This percentage (3.57) was applied 
to the value of compensation paid to labour in the unorganised agricultural sector (i.c. Rs. 19437 crore) to arrive at 
the required estimate at Rs. 693.59 crore. 

MAINTENANCE AND REPAIR OF FARM MACHINERY 

V.37. With the increasing use of farm machinery the expenses on current repairs being paid by the farmers have 
gone up significantly over the years. It was felt that the industry for supply of farm machinery and its spares has 
developed significantly and the job of repairing the farm machinery as well as supply of spares has led to the growth 
of an important sub-sector of industry. The Task Force felt that payments being made by the farmers for current 
repairs of their farm machinery should be taken as a component of farm expenses paid for intermediate consumption. 
It was accordingly decided that payments on current repairs be included in the list of items for which expenses were 
paid by the agricultural sector for intermediate consumption. 

V.38. The value of expenses incurred on current repairs by the agricultural sector was available as per the NAS. 
The same were used at current prices for the triennium ending 1990-91. 

V.39. In order to build the index ofprices paid for the current repairs, it was felt that the cost would depend upon 
the behaviour of prices of various spare parts of the machinery as also charges for the jobs undertaken for repairs. 
Since the prices of all these items were not available, it was felt that the movement of prices of spares may be 
positively correlated with the prices of major farm machinery. It was, therefore, decided to build up the index for 


19 



current repairs based on price relatives of major items of farm machinery and their weights in the wholesale price 
indices. The price indices from the wholesale price index series were available with 1981-82 as base and the same 
were shifted to the base triennium ending 1990-91. The index of prices paid for current repairs based on weights and 
price relatives of selected items of farm machinery from the wholesale price index series are given in 

Annexure V-2.6. 

INTEREST ON BORROWED CAPITAL 

V.40. One of the important components of the cost of production is the interest paid by the farmers on the 
borrowed capital. The farmers take credit to meet production expenses as also for capital investment. The rate of 
interest charged for the credit is the price indicator of this input. The Task Force observed that interest is one of the 
items of prices paid by the farm sector which is being monitored in developed countries like USA. Moreover, under 
modern and commercial agriculture where most of the capital is obtained through credit from institutional sources, 
the interest should be included in the prices paid by agriculture. The Task Force, decided to include interest as one of 
the items for which prices are paid by the agricultural sector. 

V.41. As far as its price was concerned, the Task Force felt that it would be appropriate to obtain the weighted 
average rate of interest for various sources and purpose of credit considering both short and term lending. This may 
be obtained from the sample farmers selected under the comprehensive scheme for studying the cost of production of 
principal crops in India. However, in the absence of this information, it was suggested that the interest rate be shown 
as being charged by the primary agricultural cooperative credit societies be used as they lend about 64 per cent of the 
short term credit in agriculture. 

V.42. The value of interest paid by agriculture as an input was not available as such from the NAS. However, its 
estimates were available as a component of factor incomes from agriculture from the CSO. These estimates of 
interest were available for the base period i.e. triennium ending 1990-91 at current prices as given in Annexure 
V.2.4. As per this assessment, the average value of interest during the triennium ending 1990-91 was estimated as 
Rs. 4782 crore at current pi ices and the same was used as an input used in agriculture. 

WEIGHTING DIAGRAM FOR IPP-IC 

V.43. The value of most of the inputs such as seeds, fertilizers, insecticides and pesticides, electricity and diesel 
were used as available in the National Accounts Statistics and described earlier. The weight to each of the inputs was 
estimated as its percentage contribution to the total cost of selected inputs. The value of various inputs and their 
weights as depicted by their percentage contribution to the total value of agricultural inputs for the period 1988-89 to 
1990-91 are given in the table below and in Annexure V-2.8. 


(Crore Rs.) 


Item 

Value of Input at 
current prices 


Av. Value 
of Input 
for 
1988-91 

Value 
used for 
weighting 

Weights 

1988-89 

1989-90 

1990-91 

0) 

(2) 

(3) 

(4) 

(5) 

(6) 

(7) 

Seed 

3192 

3621 

4287 

3700 

480 

2.53 

Chemical fertilizer 

5752 

6062 

6398 

6071 

6071 

31.98 

Current repairs 

2303 

2644 

3019 

2655 

2655 

13.99 

Feed of livestock 




16165 



a. Concentrates 

1435 

1541 

1711 


156^ 

8.23 

b. Drugs & Medicines 





68 

0.36 

Electricity 

636 

755 

643 

678 

678 

3.57 

Pesticides 

621 

548 

488 

552 

552 

2.91 

Diesel oil 

1150 

1289 

1881 

1440 

1440 

7.59 

Interest on loans 

4193 

4680 

5472 

4782 

4782 

25.19 

Hired Labour 




694 

694 

3.65 

Total 

- 

- 

- 

36737 

18982 

100.00 
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PRICES 


V.44. Farmers make purchases of agricultural inputs from different types of markets. Markets lor some of the 
inputs like electricity and diesel are governed by ihe state administered prices. In the case of these commodities, 
prices as fixed by die Government are being taken to construct the wholesale price indices and the same indices were 
considered to be used here also. In the case of fertilisers also, till recently, the prices were controlled by the govern¬ 
ment. Since August 1992, the prices of phospatic and potassic fertilisers have been decontrolled. The wholesale 
price indices, which reflect the level of prices of all the three nutrients taken together were used here also. For seed, 
the prices/rates charged by the Nadonal Seeds Corporation were used whereas in the case of feed and current 
repairs, the wholesale price indices of the concerned group of items as described in earlier sections, were used. As 
regards interest, the rates charged by the primary agricultural credit cooperative societies for short term periods were 
used. In the case of wages paid for hired labour index of wage rates of agricultural labour maintained by the CSO 
were used. 


IPP-IC 

V.45. Taking into consideration the weights of the various inputs used in the agricultural sector, as described in para 
V.43 and the prices of various selected inputs, the indices of prices paid for intermediate consumption were con¬ 
structed for the period 1981-82 to 1992-93 with triennium ending 1990- 91 as base= 100. The index of prices paid 
for individual items as well as for intermediate consumption for the agricultural sector as a whole are given in 
Anncxure V-2.9. 

V.46. The index of prices paid for intermediate consumption would be useful for examining the increase in paid out 
cost of cultivation/production of crops. Indices of prices of individual inputs purchased from the non-agricultural 
sector would help to monitor the movement of agricultural sector would held to monitor the movement of prices of 
these inputs. Increase in prices of these inputs when considered along with the weight of those inputs in the total 
value of intermediate consumption, would help in examining its impact on the increase in overall cost of cultivation. 

INDEX OE PRICES PAID BY AGRICULTURAL SECTOR FOR CAPITAL FORMATION 

V.47. It is widely known that over the last two decades considerable transformation has taken place in the agricul¬ 
tural sector. The production pattern in this sector too has undergone pronounced changes with significantly higher 
level of use of biological and chemical inputs and a higher degree of mechanisation. The availability of improved 
types of farm implements and machinery such as tractors, power threshers, water pumps, power tillers etc., has 
brought about new agricultural practices which in turn would have led to a much higher level of capital expenditure 
in eighties than in 1971-72. New forms and items of capital have been included in agriculture which earlier were 
being used only in Industry. Because of such forms of investment, agriculture has become capital intensive. All 
India Debt and Investment Survey, 1991-92 has collected a substantial amount of data on these aspects which could 
have given us considerable insights into the changed pattern of capital investment in agriculture. As the field work 
of this latest survey was completed at the end of December 1993 and the processing of data has now been taken up 
by NSSO, die critical data on capital formation in agriculture from this survey required by the Task Force for the 
purpose of construction of weighting diagram for the new scries on Tfcrms of Trade have not yet become available. 

V.48. Constrained by the non-availability of the latest data on the level and structure of expenditures on capital 
formation, the Task Force had no other alternative but to project the results obtained from the All India Debt and 
Investment Survey 1981- 82 to recent periods on the assumption that the structure of capita! formation has remained 
unchanged. The projections were verified with the National Accounts data published by the CSO. Since agriculture 
has become more capital intensive, labour absorption has declined particularly in states like Punjab, Haryana, Tamil 
Nadu and Andhra Pradesh. With the extension of electrification in rural areas, investment in tube wells and pump 
sets, power threshers and other agricultural machinery has increased. This is expected to have led to a change in the 
level and structure of capital formation in agriculture. It is, therefore, necessary for a proper formulation of the Index 
of Terms of Trade to capture the changes in the structure of capital formation and levels of expenditure for the 
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triennium ending 1990-91 which has hcen adopted as the base period by the Task Force for the purpose of construc¬ 
tion of the new scries of Index on Terms of Trade. 

V.49. Another aspect which has been of considerable concern in recent years is the stagnant/declining investment in 
agriculture in real terms. The share of agriculture in the gross domestic product of the country has reduced from 
42.36 per cent in 1970-71 to 29.75 per cent in 1990-91. During the same period, the share of agriculture in gross 
fixed capital formation (at current prices) also declined from 19.67 percent to 10.60 per cent. Thus, the scenario is 
one of declining investment in agriculture in real terms although the levels in terms of absolute amounts may still 
show higher investment at current prices. 

V.50. In agriculture, there is complementary relationship between public and private investment. It is because of 
this, public sector investment must be increased if it is required to raise private sector investment in agriculture. It 
may be observed that there is a strong relationship between the rate of growth of output and rate of investment under 
given technology as indicated by capital output ratio. The rate of investment in agriculture has to be tagged with the 
required growth of output in the sector. The higher cost of investment at current prices due to increasing prices also 
adversely influences the terms of trade for Agriculture. 

V.51. The total expenditure on capital formation in farm business as available in the reports on All India Debt and 
Investment Survey, 1981-82 was moved forward to 1988-89,1989-90 and 1990-91. As expenditures on purchase of 
land rights and purchase of livestock do not involve any addition to the respective capital stock, these expenditures 
were excluded for the computation of capital formation in agriculture on conceptual grounds. Thus the total expendi¬ 
ture in capital formation in farm business in 1981-82 was initially reduced from Rs. 3,116 crore to Rs. 2053 crore 
after exclusion of capital expenditure on purchase of land rights and purchase of livestock. Thereafter, this expendi¬ 
ture was moved forward to 1988-89,1989-90 and 1990-91 with the help of compound growth rates of gross capital 
formation in agriculture in the household sector as available in National Accounts Statistics. These expenditures 
worked out to Rs. 3,808 crore in 1988-89, Rs. 4464 crore in 1989-90 and Rs. 5243 crore in 1990-91, with average 
expenditure during these three years as Rs. 4504 crore. This expenditure was subsequently allocated among various 
items using the same proportions as obtained in 1981-82. Thus the estimated expenditures on capital formation was 
arrived at for each item vU.,(i) digging of wells (ii) bunding, reclamation of land and other land improvements (lii) 
other irrigation resources (iv) agricultural implements, machinery and transport equipments etc. and (v) farmhouses, 
barns and animal sheds. 

V.52. The next step was to estimate out of these amounts the extent of purchases from the non-agricultural sector. 
As the relevant data for working out the break-up of expenditure on items purchased from non-agricultural sector 
were not available, certain assumptions bad to be made for the purpose. These are discussed below for exh item of 
expenditure. 

(1) Bunding and other improvements: 

Under this head, it was assumed that the bulk of the investments is in the form of labour, both family and 
hired labour and use of locally available materials. The purchase of materials from the non- agricultural 
sector was, therefore, assumed to he limited to 5 per cent of the total expenditure on this item mainly 
on cement and stones. 

(ii) Wells and other Irrigation Sources: 

In the case of litis item also, the major share of expenditure pertains to labour and use of locally available 
materials. Tne major items of purchase from the non-agncultural sector were identified to be cement, 
lime and bricks. As the wells constructed would comprise tube wells and pucca, semi-pucca and kutcha 
wells, the pattern as available in the NSSO report on construction activity and housing constructions for 
semi pucca structures was considered as appropriate to arrive at the estimated expenditures in regard to 
these items purchased from non-agricultural sector. It was assumed that the purchase of items in this 
group from the non-agricultural sector would be of the order of 15 per cent of the total expenditure on 
these items. 
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(iii) Farm Houses, Barns and Animal Sheds: 

The NSSO report on construction activity and housing conditions (ROCAHC) provided data on the 
percentage distribution of value of total construction work by purpose and type of structure. It was 
estimated in this report that construction work in relation to agriculture, which may be taken as broadly 
referring to the construction of farm houses, barns and animal sheds in pucca, semi-pucca and kutcha 
types constituted 2.47,3.34 and 3.22 per cent respectively of the total expenditure in these three types of 
rural construction. This report also gives the total expenditures on these three types of construction. 
From this, it was estimated that out of the total expenditure in construction of farm houses, barns and 
animal sheds together, 69.77 per cent relates to pucca construction while 20.16 per cent relates to semi- 
pucca construction and 10.07 per cent relates to kutcha construction. This is how the total expenditure 
was allocated among these three types of construction. 

(iv) Agricultural Implements, Machinery and Transport Equipments: 

The entire expenditure on these items are presumed to be purchased from the non-agricultural sector as 
these items are essentially manufactured in the non-agricultural sector. The break-up of expenditures on 
this group of commodities was not available. However, the number of various types of agricultural 
implements, machinery and transport equipments was available from the census of livestock, farm 
machinery and implements for the year 1988. Since price data were not available from this census, 
indicative average prices available from different sources such as small surveys, evaluation reports etc. 
were made use of to allocate total expenditure on these commodities between three groups, viz. (i) 
transport equipment, (ii) agricultural implements and (iii) machinery. The allocation of expenditure as 
between agricultural implements and machinery, was done on the basis of share of tractors in the total 
value of products and by products of the industry group entitled “Agricultural Implements, Machinery 
and Parts” (Industry Code No. 3500). Based on these calculations, share of agricultural implements, 
machinery and transport equipments worked out to 29.39, 59.57 and 11.04 per cent respectively as 
compared to the percentage share of 83.05,6.44 and 10.51 estimated by Kahlon and Tyagi in their study 
on Terms of Trade in 1980. The relatively higher share of machinery and transport equipment in this 
study is indicative of the greater use of farm machinery and transport equipment in recent periods. 
These shares were used to estimate the expenditure incurred on purehase of these items. 


CAPITAL FORMATION IN RESIDENTIAL HOUSES AND BUILDINGS 

V.53. The gross capital formation in respect of ownership of dwelling for rural sector has been estimated using 
break up of Gross Domestic Product on dwelling (rural), given in Statement 70 of National Accounts Statistics, 
1993. On this basis, the estimated gross capital formation for the three years 1988-89 to 1990-91 at current prices 
worked out to Rs. 3475 crore, Rs, 3845 crore and Rs. 4070 crore respectively. From the All India Debt and Invest¬ 
ment Survey, 1981-82, it was observed that 87.34 per cent of rural capital formation in residential plots, houses etc. 
related to cultivator households. Thus the capital expenditure incurred by cultivator households in dwelling was 
assumed to be the same percentage of the total capital formation in rural dwelling in all the three years.- Using this 
percentage, the gross capital formation for agricultural households for the three y.ears from 1988-89 to 1990-91 at 
current prices were estimated at Rs. 3035 crore, Rs. 3358 crore and Rs. 3555 crore respectively. This was required to 
be allocated to .various type's of construction. The Report on Construction Activity and Housing Condition, NSS 
44th Round (1988-89) Sarvekshana, Issue no. 50,1992, (ROCAHC) presents data on total expenditure on construc¬ 
tion into pucca, semi-pucca and kutcha. This report gives the percentage expenditure pn pucca, semi-pucca arid 
kutcha houses as 75.50,16.13 and 8.37, respectively. On this basis, the total expenditure on three types of houses in 
respect of the rural dwellings are estimated. 

V.54. The different items of purchase for construction of houses and their shares are available in the above Report 
(ROCAHC). The Task Force considered only those items that were purchased by the agricultural households from 
the non- agricultural sector and grouped them into different sub-groups. The relative expenditures on these items 
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were worked out separately for pucca, semi-pucca and kutcha constructions. By the definition given in the Report 
as well as in Sources and Methods of National Accounts Statistics,Kutcha constructions are assumed to be labour- 
intensive and use materials purchased which are generally available in the agricultural sector itself. So it was 
assumed that materials purchased from non-agricultural sector for construction of kutcha buildings are nil, even 
though the Report indicates sizable purchases front outside on different items which are normally applicable for 
construction of pucca and semi-pucca constructions. 

V.55. We also observed considerable variations in the share of materials used for constructions as available in the 
35th round and 44th round of surveys. For example, the share of cement in the total expenditure of a pucca construc¬ 
tion was only 2.32 per cent according to 35th round, whereas it was shown at 11.72 per cent in 44th round. Similarly, 
the share of bricks, tiles etc. went upto 27.98 per cent in 44th round while it was only 7.54 per cent in 35th round of 
survey. The total share of materials used has gone up sharply to 78.2 per cent from 33.2 per cent reported in 35th 
round of survey in case of pucca construction. Similar differences were reported in case of semi-pucca construc¬ 
tions also. Expenditures on some items used in pucca constructions were reported even in relation to kutcha con¬ 
struction in the 44th round of survey. Despite limitations, in the absence of any other data, the results of the 44th 
round, the latest available, were used. The percentage shares of items purchased from outside the agricultural sector 
were worked out. These shares were used to estimate the expenditures incurred on purchase of these items. 

V.56. The details of the expenditures on various items that go into capital formation in farm business and expendi¬ 
tures on each of these items used for capital formation in farm business and residential houses and buildings were 
clubbed together. The total expenditures on each of these items and the average expenditures were accordingly 
worked out as given in Annexure V-3.1. 

V.57. The estimates made above indicate the likely expenditures on the purchases of various materials from the 
non-agricultural sector under each item in each of these years. The relevant expenditures were again aggregated over 
these items and the total purchases of the various materials were worked out. The weights for each item within the 
group were arrived at as proportion of expenditure on purchases from non-agricultural sector on each of the items to 
the total purchases from non-agricultural sector. 

V.58. Combining these items of investment, the average investment for the three years were worked out and the 
relative weights of each of the items were compiled. These are given in the following table: 

TABLE 1 

Amount and Share (Weight! of items of capital investment 


SI. 

No. 

Item 

Investment 
(Rs. crore) 

Weights 

New 

1 . 

Cement 

408 

9.62 

2. 

Lime 

27 

0.64 

3. 

Bricks 

986 

23.26 

4. 

Iron, Steel etc 

334 

7.88 

5. 

Logs, Timber etc. 

400 

9.44 

6. 

Stone 

222 

5.24 

7 

Paints & Fittings 

48 

1.13 

8. 

Transport equipments 

200 

4.72 

9. 

Machinery 

1081 

25.50 

10. 

Agril. Implements 

533 

12.57 


Total 

4239 

100.00 
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V.59. The total weight in respect of expenditures on capital formation has been worked out as a percentage of 
expenditure on capital formation by agricultural households to the total expenditure on all items pertaining to final 
consumption, intermediate consumption and capita! formation by these households. The item weights given in the 
above table have been modified and disaggregated keeping in view the availability of price relatives in the Whole¬ 
sale Price Index. The necessary details and the modified final weights adopted for constructing IPP for Capital 
Formation are given in Annexure V-3.2. 

INDEX OF PRICES PAID FOR CAPITAL FORMATION 

V.60. The annual average price relatives of the items retained in the weighting diagram as available from the 
Wholesale Price Index have been shifted to base 1988-91. Using these price relatives and the weights as derived in 
Annexure V-3.2 the combined IPP for items of Capital Formation has been worked out for the years 1981-82 to 
1992-93 and are given in Annexure V-3.3. 

V.61. As stated earlier, the data for the latest All IndiaDebt and Investment Survey, 1991-92 are not yet available. 
The present exercise, therefore, was carried out in the absence of the important basic data on the relevant structural 
pattern pertaining to expenditures on the various items of capital formation in 1991 -92 that would become available 
from this latest survey. The various ratios used in this exercise are also based on certain assumptions and data 
available to a limited extent. The estimates, therefore, need to be revised subsequently as and when the data on these 
aspects become available for later years. The TaskForce, therefore, recommends that a fresh exercise on these lines 
should be undertaken again when the relevant results for the All India Debt and Investment Survey 1991-92 become 
available. 

COMBINED INDEX OF PRICES PAID 

V.62. The method of combining the three component indices viz.; those of final consumption, intermediate con 
sumption and capital investment is discussed in para VII. 12 and the results are presented in Annexure VIT.2. 
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CHAPTER VI 


INDICES OF PRICES RECEIVED 

Indices of prices received are important to determine the trends in level of income of the farmers. The con¬ 
struction of the indices of prices received by the farmers involved selection of complete basket of commodities sold 
by the farmers, appropriate weight to all the commodities and the prices received by the farmers. The issues 
related with different aspects of construction of indices of prices received by the farmers are briefly discussed 
hereunder:— 

VI.2. There has been considerable debate about the coverage of commodities to be included in the indices of 
prices received by the farmers. The Task Force is of the view that if the index of prices received is to represent the 
trends correctly, the coverage of crops should be enlarged to include all important crops grown and sold by the 
farmers. 

V1.3. In the initial stages of development of the series of indices of prices received, the price data would not have 
been available for many of the crops. Since the coverage of price reporting system has improved, the Task Force felt 
that it would be important that all the crops for which price data is being reported on regular basis, are covered under 
the series of indices of prices received by the farmers. 

VI.4. The Task Force has also considered that it is not only the crops which are sold by the farmers but there are 
also some important livestock products which are sold by the farmers. In order to give proper coverage to the 
commodities/products sold by the farmers, it was considered essential to include important livestock products also 
in the series of indices of prices received. 

VI.5. While selecting the crops/commodities to be included in the series of indices of prices received, it was recog¬ 
nised that the basket of commodities should cover the bulk of the value of the output. The Task Force, therefore, has 
identified 39 important crops/commodities and 9 livestock products for inclusion in the list of commodities for 
construction of indices of prices received by the farmers. These are as under: 

CEREALS Paddy, Wheat, Jowar, Bajra, Barley, Maize and Ragi. 

PULSES : Gram, Arhar, Urad, Moong, Masoor. 

OILSEEDS : Linseed, Sesamum, Groundnut, Rapeseed & Mustard, Castor, Coconut, Safflower, Sunflower 

& Soyabean. 

FIBRE : Cotton Kapas, Jute, Mesta. 

SPICES : Cardamom, Chillies, Black Pepper, Dry Ginger, Turmeric, Arecanut, Garlic. 



Banana, Raw Cashewnut, Potato, Sweet Potato, Tapioca, Onion. 


M1SC. : Sugarcane, Tobacco. 



Mutton, Pork, Poultry meat. Fish, Hides, Skins. 
Wool, Eggs, Milk Group. 


VI.6. The above list of crops/commodities cover about 79 per cent of the total value of output in agriculture sector. 
Any index based on the prices of these commodities, if constructed, would adequately reflect the actual trend in the 
prices received by the farmers. 
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WEIGHTING DIAGRAM 


VI.7. There has been considerable debate about the assignment of weight to each of the commodity for construct¬ 
ing the indices of prices received. There is a view that for the indices to reflect truly the terms of trade, the weight of 
each commodity should be proportional to the value of total production of the commodities rather than their market¬ 
able or marketed surplus. There is another view which considers that if real trend in the income of the farmers is to 
be seen and indices of prices received by the farmers is to be examined, then the weights should be assigned in 
proportion to the marketed surplus of the commodities. The Task Force examined the pros and cons of the two views 
and decided in favour of considering only the marketed surplus of commodities to assign the weight to different 
items. However, this requires that the marketed surplus ratios of different commodities should be available as 
accurately as possible. 

VI.8. The marketed surplus ratios of various agricultural commodities were last estimated only in 1984 for the 
year 1981-82 when a Sub-Group on Estimation of Marketed Surplus Ratios was constituted for the purpose of 
supplying the ratios for developing weights for the revision of wholesale price index number series. The list of the 
commodities and the marketed surplus ratios as estimated by the above referred sub-group is given in Amwxure VI- 
1. Since these are the only latest available marketed surplus ratios, the same were used for developing weighting 
diagram for the indices of prices received by the farmers. 

V1.9. For calculation of weights in respect of the selected commodities, the data on value of output, as given in 
the National Accounts Statistics 1993 of CSO, for the base period 1988-91 were used. Based on the average value 
of output for the period 1988-91 and the marketed surplus ratio of each of the commodity, the value of output 
marketed for each commodity was estimated. The percentage of the marketed value of each commodity with 
respect to total value of marketed surplus for all the commodities were used as weights for each commodity for 
constructing the index of prices received by the farmers. The value of each of the selected commodities and their 
weights are shown in Annexnre VI-2. 

VI.10. The value of output marketed for various commodities is based on the marketed surplus ratios which were 
estimated in early 80's by Sub-Group on Estimation of Marketed Surplus Ratios. As these ratios have undergone 
some change due to increase in productivity, changes in size of holding and consumption pattern, it would be 
appropriate to make use of more recent data on marketed surplus ratios. It is recommended that whenever some 
latest estimates of marketed surplus ratios become available either from the study being undertaken by the Depart¬ 
ment of Rural Development, or some other study of the Department of Agriculture & Cooperation, these should be 
used to revise the value of marketed output, and the weighting diagram of the index of prices received. 

PRICES RECEIVED 

VI.l 1. There has been considerable debate about the choice of prices to be used for construction of indices of prices 
received by the fanners. The various prices which could be considered for construction of these indices include: 

(i) Farm harvest prices; 

(ii) Wholesale prices; and 

(iii) Minimum support prices. 

VI. 12. Before selecting the specific prices to be used for construction of indices of prices received by the fanners, 
the Task Force debated as under 

WHOLESALE PRICES VERSUS FARM HARVEST PRICES 

VI.13. The Task Force considered the choice between the wholesale and farm harvest prices for construction of the 
index of prices received. It was observed that in case the indices of prices received by the farmers are prepared on the 
basis of the wholesale prices, they try to inflate the indices of prices received by the farmers in the sense that the 


27 



wholesale prices are usually higher than the prices actually received by the farmers. Moreover, in the wholesale 
prices, there is some element of cost of marketing including cost of transportation and handling charges and as such, 
do not reflect the actual prices received by the farmers. 

VI. 14. Farm harvest prices are the prices that prevail in the villages/or at the primary markets immediately in thepost 
harvest period during the peak marketing season. Bulk of the Indian farmers who are relatively small and marginal 
and have low marketable surplus, sell their produce in the villages immediately after the harvest. The farm harvest 
prices represent the point in time and space where sale transactions take place. The Task Force, therefore, felt that if 
the choice between the wholesale and farm harvest prices is to be made, then farm harvest prices should be preferred 
as they are more close to the prices received by the farmers. Farm harvest prices have been used in respect of as many 
as 23 items out of a total of 39 commodities included in the construction of the indices of prices received by the 
farmers. 

MINIMUM SUPPORT PRICES VERSUS WHOLESALE PRICES 

VI. 15. The Task Force also considered the choice of minimum support prices for the commodities for which they are 
announced for construction of index of prices received. It was observed that minimum support prices were being 
announced for 22 agricultural commodities. However, it was felt that major market intervention/procurement opera¬ 
tions at minimum support prices are restricted only for Paddy/rice, wheat and a few other crops. Therefore, for most 
of the commodities, minimum support prices are only notional and farmers are transacting/selling their commodities 
at prices different from the minimum support prices. It was also noted that in a study conducted by G. S. Bhalla and 
D.S.Tyagi in regard to the effectiveness of agriculture Price Policy! 1990), it was shown that in most of the areas 
in the States of Punjab and Haryana where bulk of the procurement at minimum support prices was being made, the 
difference between wholesale prices and minimum support prices/procurement prices in the post harvest season was 
very minimal. The Task Force, therefore, felt that Wholesale price trend in the peak marketing season reflected the 
trends in the procurement prices also and it was, therefore, suggested that it would be appropriate to consider only 
wholesale prices wherever they are to be used for construction of indices of prices received by the farmers. 

VI.16. In brief, the Task Force felt that priority should bp given to the use of farm harvest prices for whichever 
commodities they are available and for other commodities, wholesale prices should be considered for construction 
of indices of prices received by the farmers. 

VI.17. The sources of various types of prices are briefly described hereunder:— 

FARM HARVEST PRICES 

VI.18. Farm harvest prices are being collected by the Directorate of Economics and Statistics, Ministry of Agricul¬ 
ture. These prices are collected from major States in the major producing areas and are being averaged at the district/ 
State level. Usually the state level average farm harvest prices are available and the same were used. The State level 
farm harvest prices were used to work out all-India average farm harvest prices by assigning weights to each of the 
State. The weights were generally assigned in proportion to the quantity marketed in each of the States. This re¬ 
quired State level marketed surplus ratios for various commodities. However, these were available only for 5 major 
foodgrain crops i.e. paddy, wheat, jowar, bajra and maize. For commercial crops. State-wise marketed surplus 
ratios were not available. It was felt that since the commercial crops are mostly produced for market and their 
retention for domestic consumption is not much, the marketed surplus ratios for these commodities would not be 
varying much in different States as they are uniformly high in all the States. It was, therefore, felt that production of 
the crop in a State itself could be used as weight to get the weighted average of the farm harvest prices for commer¬ 
cial crops at the All-India level. These crops include potato, tobacco, groundnut, rapeseed/mustard, linseed, castor 
seed, cotton, jute, pepper, ginger, chillies, turmeric. This approach was not found feasible to consider other crops 
like ragi, barley, gram, tur etc. as in these cases, it was felt that the marketed surplus ratio would vary from State to 
State because of variation in productivity and consumption habits. However, even in these cases it was considered 
desirable to use Farm Harvest Prices in preference to wholesale prices and as such State Farm Harvest Prices of 
these crops were also averaged with the production of crop in respective State as weights and used in the construction 
of index of prices received. The weighted average all-India farm harvest prices are given in Annexure VI-3. 


28 



WHOLESALE PRICES 


VI. 19. For the commodities for which the wholesale prices were to be used, it was felt that these could be taken as 
compiled by the Office of the Economic Adviser, Ministry of Industry. This would facilitate the work as well as 
avoid the problem of duplication and confusion in constructing the indices of prices. The annual average price 
relatives of selected commodities were, therefore, obtained from the Office of the Economic Adviser, Ministry of 
Industry. The price relatives for the base period 1988-91 were averaged to obtain the average level of price relatives 
during the base period. Price relatives for all the years were then divided by such average price relatives for the base 
period to convert the original price relatives to base 1988-91 = 100. 

VI.20. As soyabean has special feature of marketing being disposed of by the farmers to the processing mill / 
commission agents immediately after harvest, it was decided that in the case of soyabean, whole sale prices of the 
peak marketing season that is Oct - December may be used for constructing the index of price received by the 
agricultural sector. In the case of sugarcane, the actual prices paid by sugar factories in different States were avail- 
abletover the years for all the major sugarcane producing States which were decided to be used to build a time series 
of index of sugarcane prices received by the fanners. The weighted price of sugarcane received by the farmers was 
estimated with production as weight assuming that price of sugarcane consumed in non-mill sector would be highly 
correlated and close to the price paid by the mills. 

VI.21. Price of agricultural commodities vary from season to season, and are normally lower in the post harvest 
season and higher in the off season. The disposal of produce by the farmer is also not confined to any particular 
season although bulk is sold in the post harvest season. An appropriate system of arriving at the level of price realised 
by the farmers would require considering spread and assigning weights to prices over different seasons. Since the 
pattern of disposal of commodities vary from commodity to commodity and state to state and also for the same state/ 
commodity from year to year, depending on the price and production situation, it was felt that it would be difficult to 
evolve appropriate weights to price spread in different seasons. Hence it was decided to make use of available 
average prices. Moreover, when farm harvest prices for major commodities are considered based on marketable/ 
marketed surplus ratios of different states, to some extent care would be taken of Price spread as major share of 
produce is disposed of by the farmers in the post harvest season. 

VI.22. Based on the average farm harvest prices or wholesale price indices as available for the various commodities, 
the price relatives were constructed for each commodity with base triennium ending 1990-91=100. These price 
relatives were then combined to build all India indices of prices received for agricultural commodities by using 
weight of each of the commodity as described in Para VI.9. The indices of prices received for agricultural commodi¬ 
ties with triennium ending 1990-91 as base for the period 1981-82 to 1992-93 are given in Annexure VI-4. 

VI.23. Very often planners and administrators are required to compare intra-sectoral parity and terms of trade. The 
basic objective in such comparisons is to examine relative movement of prices received for different crops or groups 
of crops. In order to meet this requirement it is suggested to build regularly indices of prices received for major group 
of commodities viz., cereals, pulses, foodgrains, oilseeds, fruits and vegetables and livestock products. The indices 
of prices received for major groups of commodities alongwith that for all commodities for the period 1981-82 to 
1992-93 with triennium ending 1990-91 as base are given in Annexure VI-5. It is suggested that indices of prices 
received for major groups of commodities should be constructed and published alongwith indices of prices received 
for all agricultural commodities regularly. 
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CHAPTER VII 

INDEX NUMBERS OF TERMS OF TRADE 

The basic objective of the construction oflndex of Terms of Trade (ITT) is lo examine the question of equity 
between agricultural and non-agriculturai sectors of the economy. History, theory and practice of development has 
shown that in a developing economy, resulting from high income elasticity of demand for industrial goods and 
services, increase in prices of manufactured goods is higher leaving agricultural prices behind on a sustained basis. 
This trend has caused concern to the planners and sometimes unrest in the farm sector. 

VII.2. ThcTask Force considered the various indices of terms of trade being constructed by some of the countries as 
reported by the Food and Agriculture Organisation (FAO) of die United Nations. These arc as follows: 


Index of prices received for farm products 

(I.) Index of Terms of Trade = x inn 

Index of prices paid for farm inputs 

Index of prices received for farm products 

(1 2 ) Index *of Terms of Trade = x 10ft 

Index of prices paid for farm inputs and final 
consumption 

Index of prices received for farm products 

(1 3 ) Index of Terms of Trade * x 100 

Index of price paid for farm inputs, final 
consumption and capital investment 

VII.3. The Terms of TYade based on ratio of indices of prices received for farm products and prices paid for farm 
inputs serve die limited objective of indicating the relative production profitability over time. These are also called 
parity index of prices received for output and paid for farm inputs. However, if the objective is to observe the 
changes in the Terms of Trade between agricultural and non-agricultural sectors, all items of prices paid i.e. final 
consumption, farm inputs and capital investments become relevant and should be considered. Hence, Index of 
Terms of Trade (I s ) above is more relevant to examine the parity between the two sectors. 

VII.4. The Task Force examined the utility of various indices of terms of trade and felt that while Index of Terms of 
Trade (ITT) (I,) above would be useful to depict the trend in profitability in agricultural production, ITT (I 3 ) which 
is a ratio of indices of prices received and paid for all categories of expenses including consumption, production and 
investment, would be useful to monitor the price trend of various types of expenses. It will also be able to indicate 
if the price of items of investment in agriculture, particularly in farm machinery, tractor, pump sets, etc. is rising more 
than proportionately. 

VII.5. In addition to the above two ITTs, some other indices of prices paid would also be useful. In case of index of 
prices paid for intermediate consumption or agricultural production inputs, it may be useful to examine the move¬ 
ment of prices of material inputs and labour inputs separately as well as total cost including material and paid wages. 
Since unorganised labour is hired from the non-agricultural sector and accounts for only a small proportion of the 
total value of inputs, it is proposed to construct only one series of index of prices paid for intermediate consumption 
including paid wages. 

INDEX OF PRICES PAID 

VII.6. The separate series of index of prices paid for final consumption, intermediate consumption (agricultural 
production inputs) and capital formation in agriculture were constructed. These three series arc required to be com¬ 
bined into a single series of index of prices paid by agricultural sector assigning due weights to each series. 
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VII.7. Assigning weight to three series of index of prices paid by the agricultural sectori.e.—(i) IPP—FC, 
(ii) IPP — IC, and (iii) IPP — Cl should be based on the proportionate value of each of the series in the total value 
paid. In theory, the sum total of value paid for final consumption, intermediate consumption and capital investment 
should be equal to the total value of marketed output of agriculture, if the choice and selection of items as well as 
appropriate prices have been used and investment and savings are identical where no borrowed funds in the year 
under reference were used for any head of expenditure. In actual practice, it is difficult to attain that perfection at the 
macro level in terms of selection of items or prices as well as realizing a situation where investment is identical to 
savings with no borrowing, Hence, Task Force felt that one practical approach would be to make the sum total of all 
the amount paid for purchases made by the agricultural sector for final consumption, intermediate consumption and 
capital formation. The proportion of expenditure on each of the three groups to total value of all commodities 
purchased were considered as weight for each of the series of index of prices paid. 

V1I.8. The total value of commodities purchased for final consumption was available for selected items and these 
were included under the items purchased from non-agricultural sector. This value was first estimated for the whole 
year on per capita basis for 1987-88 and brought to the base level period of the triennium ending 1990-91 using the 
indices of prices paid for final consumption. The total value of commodities purchased for final consumption was 
estimated taking into consideration the agricultural population in the base period and per capita expenditure for final 
consumption in agricultural sector. Based on the agricultural population as 53,79 crores in the base period and per 
capita per annum expenditure for final consumption by agricultural sector, the total value of commodities purchased 
for final consumption by agricultural sector was estimated as Rs. 64549 crore. 

VII.9. The value of commodities purchased for intermediate consumption (including wages paid for unorganised 
hired labour) and capital investment for agriculture during base period was estimated at Rs. 18982 crores and 
Rs. 4239 crores respectively. The total value paid by agricultural sector was thus estimated to be Rs. 87,770 crores 
for triennium ending 1990-91. 

VII.10. The value of expenditure on different groups of items and weight as represented by their percentage share 
in the total value of amount paid by agricultural sector are given in Annexure VII. 1. 

VII. 11. Of the total amount paid by the agricultural sector, a major proportion of 73.5% is paid for making pur¬ 
chases for final consumption. The amount paid for intermediate consumption i.e., farm inputs accounts for 21.6% of 
the total purchases made by the farm sector. The share of purchases made for capital formation forms 4.8 per cent of 
the total purchases made by agricultural sector from non-agricultural sector. 

INDEX OF PRICES PAID 

VII.12. Taking into consideration the weight of the major Heads of purchases made by agricultural sector i.e. final 
consumption, intermediate consumption and capital investment, the combined index of prices paid by agricultural 
sector was constructed. The index numbers of prices paid by agriculture for final consumption, intermediate con¬ 
sumption, capital investment and for the sector as a whole for the period 1981- 82 to 1992-93 with triennium ending 
1990-91 as base, are shown in Annexure VII. 2, An examination of these indices would show that the indices of 
prices paid for intermediate consumption and capital investment have risen much more than the indices of prices 
paid for final consumption during 1992-93 as compared to that in a base period of triennium ending 1990-91. 

INDEX OF PRICES RECEIVED 

VII.13. The Index of prices received were used as described in Chapter VI and shown in Annexure VI. 4. 
INDEX OF TERMS OF TRADE 

VII.14. The index numbers of terms of trade as discussed in Para VII. 2 were constructed with the help of indices 
of prices received for agricultural products and indices of prices paid for various heads of expenditure by agricultural 
sector. The index of terms of trade between agricultural and non-agricultural sectors with triennium ending 1990-91 
as base are shown in Table VII. 1 and Annexure VII. 3, 
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Table vn.l 


Index of Terms of Trade between Agricultural and Non-Agricultural Sectors 


( Base 1988—91 = 100) 


Year 

Index of 
Prices 

Paid 

(IPP) 

Index of 

Prices 

Received 

(IPR) 

Index of 
Terms of 
Trade 
(ITT) 

1981-82 

60.33 

54.91 

91.0 

1982-83 

64.28 

60.27 

93.8 

1983-84 

68.28 

64.24 

94.1 

1984-85 

70.52 

68.02 

96.5 

1985-86 

73.14 

70.37 

96.2 

1986-87 

77.80 

76.65 

98.5 

1987-88 

85.85 

86.01 

100.2 

1988-89 

89.29 

90.26 

101.1 

1989-90 

95.46 

97.45 

102.1 

1990-91 

106.41 

112.27 

105.5 

1991-92 

120.21 

130.79 

108.8 

1992-93(P) 

130.26 

138.38 

106.2 


(P) — Provisional. 

VII. 15. An examination of the index numbers of terms of trade between agricultural and non-agricullural sectors as 
given in Table VII. I and in Annexurc VII. 3 reveals that there has been a continuous improvement in the terms of 
trade for agriculture since 1982-83 except for a marginal fall in 1985-86 although they remained against agriculture 
upto 1986-87. Thereafter, ITT improved to the extent that they became favourable to the agricultural sector. How¬ 
ever, the index of prices received increased sharply in 1991-92 relative to the Index of Prices Paid and as a result, the 
index of terms of trade moved much more in favour of agriculture. During 1992-93, however, the increase in the 
index of prices received by the agricultural sector was marginally lower than the increase in the index of prices paid 
by the sector resulting in a marginal decline in the index of terms of trade. 

INDEX OF PRICES RECEIVED FOR AGRICULTURAL OUTPUT AND PAID 
FOR AGRICULTURAL INPUTS 

VII.16. The parity index, as determined by the percentage of ratio of index of prices received for agricultural 
products to the index of prices paid for agricultural inputs, are given in Table-VD. 2. 
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Tabi tm a 


Parity Indices of Prices Received for Agricultural output and Paid for Agricultural Inputs 


( Base 1988—91 = 100) 



Index of Prices 

Index of Prices 

Parity Indices 


Received 

Paid For April 

Year 

(IPR) 

Inputs 

(IPP-IC) 


1981-82 

54.91 

8.8.54 

62.02 

1982-83 

60.27 

91.05 

66.19 

1983-84 

64.24 

90.97 

70.62 

1984-85 

68.02 

92.29 

73.70 

1985-86 

70.37 

94.30 

74.62 

1986-87 

76.65 

98.66 

77.69 

1987-88 

86.01 

102.25 

84.12 

1988-89 

90.26 

96.85 

93.20 

1989-90 

97.45 

99.16 

98.28 

1990-91 

112.27 

104.00 

107.95 

1991-92 

130.79 

119.38 

109.56 

1992-93(P) 

138.38 

139.51 

99.19 


(P) — Provisional. 

VII. 17. Table VII.2 would show that allhough parity indices were continuously rising right from 1982-83 to 1991 - 
92, these were less than 100 throughout the 80s. It was only during 1990-91 and 1991-92 that the parity index rose 
above 100. In early 90s, the prices received for agricultural outputs increased higher than prices paid for agricultural 
inputs and production of agricultural commodities became relatively profitable. During 1992-93, the parity index 
declined sharply as a result of steep rise in the IPP for Agricultural Inputs caused mainly by the rise in the prices of 
fertilisers and diesel oil. 

Vn.18. The trend in indices of terms of trade and parity indices reveals that improvement in terms of trade in 
favour of agriculture is only a recent phenomenon which needs to be sustained. 

FUTURE PROGRAMME TO CONSTRUCT TERMS OF TRADE INDICES 

VII.19. All-India indices of terms of trade aS per methodology detailed in the preceding sections should be con¬ 
structed regularly. Although, CACP is required to make use of these indices in formulation of price policies and 
deciding about the level of price recommendations, il would be appropriate if the indices of terms of trade are 
constructed in the official system. It is, therefore, recommended that, hereafter, the terms of trade indices and parity 
indices be prepared by the Directorate of Economics & Statistics in the Ministry of Agriculture, as it is engaged in 
preparing other index numbers of agricultural sector also. 

PERIODICITY 

VTI.20. Most of the price indices are being constructed on weekly and monthly basis. However, production of 
agriculture and price policy instruments are of seasonal nature. The Task Force, therefore, recommends that the 
terms of trade and parity indices be constructed on an annual basis. 

QUICK ESTIMATE OF TERMS OF TRADE 

VI1.21. Task Force decided to use firm harvest prices for construction of indices of prices received by the 
agricultural sector. However, there is a considerable time lag in Ihe availability of farm harvest prices from the Slates. 
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The efforts should be made to reduce the time lag in the availability of farm harvest prices. However non-availability 
of farm harvest prices should not restrict the construction of the indices of terms of trade and deter policy decisions. 
It is, therefore, recommended that in the absence of availability of latest farm harvest prices, wholesale price indices 
may be used to construct the quick estimates of indices of terms of trade and parity indices between prices received 
for agricultural output and paid for agricultural inputs, which may be revised later after the availability of farm 
harvest prices. 

STATE LEVEL ITT 

VI1.22. The Task Force has developed the methodology for construction of index of terms of trade at the national 
level. Similar methodology may be adopted to develop the indices of terms of trade at the state level. States may 
construct their indices of terms of trade using the common base period. 
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CHAPTER Vm 


ROLE OF NON-PRICE FACTORS IN IMPROVING TERMS 
OF TRADE FOR AGRICULTURE 

The Terms of Trade as measured on the basis of relative movement of the trends in the prices of various 
commodities sold and purchased by the agricultural sector is an Important but not the sole indicator of economic 
health of this sector. Besides prices, nature and extent of fluctuations in the net realisation of the farmers for their 
production may be equally, if not more important for the producers. This would call for appropriate steps to be taken 
in such areas as providing better marketing facilities, removal of restrictions hampering the growth of this sector, 
expanding crop insurance to reduce or cover risk and improving extension services aimed at propagating the adop¬ 
tion of modern technology and agricultural practices. 

Vin.2. Sustained growth of agriculture depends on continuous upgradation of the technology of production and 

increased investment in yield-raising infrastructure on the one hand and creating a favourable price climate for the 
farmers on the other so that they find it profitable to invest in the modern farm inputs. However it has been well 
recognised that upgradation of technology which increases the productivity of land and other resources plays a much 
more positive role in raising farm production and income than merely increasing the prices of agricultural output or 
favourable terms of trade for agriculture. This has amply been proved by the experiences of developmental pro¬ 
grammes undertaken for increasing the production of pulses and oilseeds. Despite significant increases in prices and 
a very favourable price regime, no significant increase in productivity and production of pulses could be achieved 
due mainly to absence of required technology, In the case of oilseeds, fanner’s response to higher prices in terms of 
production did not show up till mid 1980’s, It was only in late 1980’s after the arrival of high yielding improved 
varieties of oilseeds coupled with favourable price regime and market support that the rate of growth of oilseeds 
production in the country got accelerated; it increased from 2.4 per cent per annum during 1967-68 to 1985-86 to 
over 4 per cent per annum during the period 1987-88 to 1993-94. This clearly shows that high prices or favourable 
terms of trade without any technological breakthrough have only a limited impact on agricultural production. 

yill.3. About 68 per cent of the net sown area in the country is mono-crop where only one crop in the whole year 
Is grown. The total production, productivity of resources and farm incomes in such areas can be increased only if 
farming is diversified in terms of crop enterprises (horticulture crops of fruits and vegetables) alongwith allied 
activities undertaking of livestock and dairy or poultry enterprises. It is thus the diversification of agriculture and 
promotion of allied activities and not the raising of farm prices alone that generates great scope for raising of farm 
incomes. 

VIII.4. In the past under trade regime, industry received greater protection than agriculture. This resulted in 
relatively higher increase in the prices of industrial products and consequent unfavourable terms of trade for agricul¬ 
ture. Under new trade policy with liberalisation, protection to industry is likely to be reduced resulting in prices of 
industrial products being close to those ruling in the international markets and may therefore show relatively low rate 
of increase. In contrast, the domestic agricultural sector when linked with the world market, is likely to get a boost 
in terms of production and demand and thus may get a favourable price regime. This scenario of trade liberalisation 
is likely to result In some improvement of terms of trade in favour of agriculture. 

VIH.5. Given the limited scope for expansion of area under cultivation, growth of agricultural production has to 
primarily depend on die accelerated growth in yield levels, As the growth of productivity depends upon increases in 
investment in yield raising infrastructure in conjunction with increases in (he levels of usage of modem agricultural 
inputs, the share of purchased inputs In agricultural production activity would bp increasing at a faster rate in the 
years to come. This may lead to farther deterioration in the terms of trade for the farm sector unless the farm prices 
arc maintained at levels which absorb the rise in prices of purchased inputs, Given the importance gf the modern 
agricultural inputs such as chemical fertilisers in increasing the productivity and thereby the income ef the farmers, 
it is essential that the price rise In such Items be kept under cheek and that the effects of increase in their price be 
offset by increase effected or allowed In the product prices, 

V1II.6. The Commission for Agricultural Costs & Prices (CACP) is the expert body for making recommenda¬ 
tions to the Government on agricultural price policy. While making recommendations to the Government, the CACP 
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has been assessing the need for non-price measures to improve the farm econ omy. It is felt that implementation of the 
recommendations of the CACP regarding non price factors is as important as that relating to prices for increasing 
agricultural production and improving the farm economy. Some of the non-price recommendations made by the 
CACP in the last three years may be listed as under: 

(i) In order to improve the terms of trade for the farm sector, It is necessary that the access of the farm 
sector to the international market be Increased in respect of those commodities in which the country has 
greater comparative advantage. Further, for establishing the country as a reliable supplier to the inter¬ 
national market, regular supply of the commodities has to be ensured. (Price policy for kharif crops of 
1993-94 season). 

(ii) Ad-hoc export policy for cotton announced after farmers disposing off their produce, neither help the 
country in establishing itself as a reliable supplier nor the farmer in realising higher returns. The 
Commission thrusts the need for evolving a long term export policy for different varieties of cotton 
(Price Policy for kharif crops of 1990-91 season.) 

(iii) For Improving the competitiveness for Indian raw jute and jute goods, the CACP recommended that 
the component of improving retting facilities under special jute development programme be imple¬ 
mented in full measure (Price policy for raw jute for 1992-93 season.) 

(iv) In case of cotton, ginning should he taken out from the list of Items reserved for small scale sector as 
these stood in the way of setting up modernised ginning and pressing units where investment was to the 
order of Rs. 150 lakhs as against ceiling limit of Rs. 60 lakh set for small scale sector (Price policy for 
kharif crops of 1992-93 season,) 

(v) The Commission also recommended for a review of arrangements to ftmd appropriate measures for 
removing the bottlenecks that come in the way of improving efficiency of the domestic market as a 
consequence of the operation o f the policy of Selective Credit Control, Essential Commodities Act and 
policies relating to thture trading. (Pticepolicy for kharif crops for 1992- 93 season.) 

VIII.7. The above non-price recommendations of the CACP are Indicative of the importance of the policy 
measures needed for improving the production and income of the farmers. The farmers Income can be increased and 
protected by improving the production and efficiency of marketing through non-price policy measures, even under 
marginally unfavourable terms of trade conditions with a short term perspective. However, the terms of trade as such 
cannot he ignored from the view point of medium and long term perspective, if sustained growth in agriculture is to 
be maintained. This focuses on the view that technological, infrastructural and institutional advances must be in 
place, but price incentive must remain an essential ingredient of the policy package, The absence of price incentives 
particularly when the proven technology is available would harm the Incentive structure of farmers and thus 
adversely affect the spread of technology itself, It is because of these reasons that the Task Force while 
advocating the role of non-price measures to improve the farm economy recommends that the price incen¬ 
tives and parity in terms of trade between agricultural and non-agrieultural sectors should not be ignored. 
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CHAPTER IX 

SUMMARY AND RECOMMENDATIONS 


The Task Force has evolved a suitable methodology to compute an index of Tam of Trade between the 
agricultural and nan-agricultural sectors. This Index is expressed as percentage of the ratio of index of prices re¬ 
ceived for agricultural products to index of price* paid by the farm sector for final/domeatic consumption, farm 
inputs and capital investment In agriculture. The main features of the index of term* of trade developed by the Task 
Force are given below 

IX.l. Index of terms of trade be developed as the ratio of index of prices received for farm products and indices 

of prices paid for final domestic consumption, farm Inputs and capital investment in agriculture and expressed in 
percentage terms as follows: 


Index of prices received for farm products 

Index of Tferms of Trade => ——--- xlOO 

Index of price paid for farm inputs, family 
consumption and capital investment. 

(Para III. 9) 


IX.2. In order to monitor the trend in profitability of crop production, the parity index expressed as percentage 
ratio of index of prices received for farm products and index of prices paid for farm inputs be constructed as follows : 

Index of prices received for farm products 

Index of Parity = ——--■- * 100 

Index Of price paid for farm inputs 

(Para III. 10) 

IX.3. The base period for the construction of the new series of indices of terms of trade be taken as the triennium 
ending 1990-91. 

(Para IV. 7.) 

JX.4. The coverage of the coramodltle* for the construction of indices of prices received be increased to 48 
which include 39 crops and 9 livestock products. These crops, which account for about 79 per cent of the total value 
of output In the agricultural lector during the base period, are listed below: 


Agricultural Crop* 


1. Paddy# 

}4. Sessmum# 

27. Cardamom 

2. Wheat# 

13, Groundnut# 

28. Chillies dry# 

3. Jowar# 

16. Rape & Mustard # 

29, Black pepper# 

4, Bajra# 

17. Castor seed# 

30, Ginger dry# 

3, Barley# 

18, Coconut/fresh 

31, Turmeric # 

6, Malite# 

19. Safflower 

32, Beteinut 

7, Ragi# 

20, Sunflower 

33. Garlic 

8. Oram# 

21, Soyabean 

34. Banana 

9, Arhar# 

22, Sugarcane 

33, Cashewnut 

10. Urad 

23, Cotton# 

36, Potato# 

11. Moong 

24, Jute# 

37, Sweet potato 

12. Masoor 

25. Mesta# 

38, Tbpiocg 

13. Unseed# 

26, Tabacco# 

39, Onions 
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Livestock Products 


40. 

Milk group 

43. Poultry chicken 

46. 

Hides raw 

41. 

Mutton 

44. Fish 

47. 

Skins Raw 

42. 

Pork 

45. Eggs 

48. 

Raw wool 


(Para VI. 5) 

IX.5. For construction of indices of prices received, farm harvest prices are the most appropriate in represent¬ 
ing the point of time, location and the level of sale price by the farmers and hence the same be used to construct the 
series. Farm harvest prices were used for 23 commodities marked T in the above list, whereas for sugarcane, th* 
prices actually paid by sugar factories to the farmers were used. For other farm products, wholesale prices were used. 

(Para VI. 14) 

IX.6. The weighting diagram for the construction of indices of prices received by the agricultural sector, as 
developed by the Task Force and given in (Annexur* VI-2) be used. 


(Para VI. 9.) 

IX 7. In order to construct the Index of prices paid for final domestic consumption, only those Items be consid¬ 
ered which arc purchased from outside the agricultural sector. Any agricultural commodity which undergoes some 
processing outside the sector such as edible oil, rice milling, dal milling etc. and has a significant value added in the 
final value of the commodity was considered as an item purchased by the agricultural sector from outside the sector, 
The Task Force, therefore, included part of the processed commodity like rice, dal and edible oils as purchased from 
outside the sector. In all, the Task Force included 48 commodities in the list of items purchased by the agricultural 
sector from non-agrieultural sector for final consumption as shown in Annexur* (V-tJA), 

(Para VI. 5) 

IX.8. As consumption items were purchased by the farmers from the retail markets, the retail prices of the 

commodities be used to construct the indices of prices paid for the final/domestie consumption. As a part of the 
purchases of rice, (the only cereal item included in the index) are made from Fair Price Shops, the prices prevailing 
at these shops be also taken into account, with appropriate weights, in the construction of IPP for final consumption. 

(Paras V. 17 & V. 18) 


IX.9. It ia true that modem agriculture is based mainly on purchased Inputs. It is observed that even traditionally 
farm supplied inputs like seeds, feed etc, are also purchased, at least partly, from outside the sector. It Is therefore 
recommended that inputs like seed, fgad and hired labour be also considered as purchased Inputs, Hybrid and other 
certified seeds which are purchased from commercial organisations or research institutes be considered as pur¬ 
chased from outside the agricultural sector. 


(Para V. 26) 

1X.10. Some of the concentrates and feed, particularly poultry feed, oil cakes and rice bran used for cattle feed 
are being purchased from the non-agricultural sector and hence be included jn |he list of inputs for construction of 
index of prices paid for intermediate consumption. 


(Para V. 30) 
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IX. 11, Quite a good number of labourers working in agriculture during peak seasons like sowing and harvesting 

are drawn from the non-farm sector. They should not be treated as part of the agricultural sector. Task Force, there¬ 
fore, recommends that wages paid to such agricultural labour supplied from outside the sector be included in the 
index of prices paid by the agricultural sector. 

(Para V. 34) 

IX.12. Interest paid on funds borrowed tor production and investment in agriculture be included as one of the 
items tor which prices are paid by agriculture. 

(Para V. 40) 

IX.13 The weighted average rate of interest for various sources and purposes of credit, actually paid by the 
farmers would most appropriately indicate the price of the borrowed capital. However, in the absence of this infor¬ 
mation. it is suggested that the interest rate as being charged by the Primary Agricultural Cooperative Societies be 
used. 


(Para V. 41) 

IX.14. The inputs purchased by the agricultural sector from the non-agricultural sector for intermediate con¬ 
sumption/ farm inputs should include (0 hybrid and improved certified seeds; (ii) fertilisers; (iii) pesticides and 
insecticides; (iv) electricity; (v) diesel; (vi) current repairs, (vii) feed concentrates/oil cakes; (viii) drugs and medi¬ 
cines for livestock (ix) interest on borrowed capital; and (x) agricultural wages paid for the labourers hired from 
outside the sector 

(Para V. 43) 

IX.15 For constructing the indices of prices paid for capital investment, tire Task Force was handicapped for the 
want of the latest data on the pattern of investment. Therefore, the data generated by the All-India Debl and 
Investment Survey of 1981-82 conducted by RBI was brought forward to the base period i.e. 1988-91 and used for 
developing weights for the different items of this subgroup. 

(Para V. 48) 

IX.16. For construction of indices ofprices paid for capital investment, 13 items were identified as purchased by 
the agricultural sector from the non-agricultural sector, namely, cement, asbestos sheets, lime, tire bricks, building 
bricks, non-ceramic tiles, iron & steel, logs & timber, paints & finings, tractors, diesel engines, power driven pumps 
and electric motors 3 HP. The weights of various items of capital investment developed and suggested to be used are 
shown in Table V.3.1. 


(Para V. 59) 

IX.17. The Task Force constructed the index of terms of trade and parity indices forthe period 1981-82 to 1992- 
93 as given in Tables V1I.1 and VII 2. 

(Paras VII. 14 & VII. 15) 

IX.18. The Task Force recognised the positive role of terms of trade for increasing agricultural production and 
income. It also recognises that the technological upgradation, infrastructure and institutional arrangement should be 
given due importance but the critical role of terms of trade cannot be ignored. 


(Para VIII. 7) 

IX.19. The Directorate of Economics & Statistics in the Ministry of Agriculture which is constructing other 
series of index numbers of agriculture, be assigned the task of constructing indices of terms of trade on a regular 
basis. 


(Para VII. 19) 
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(Para VD. 19) 


DC JO. Taking into consideration the seasonal character of agricultural production and pricing policy decisions, 

it is recommended that the indices of terms of trade be prepared on an annual basis. 


(Para VII. 20) 

1X21. Since the agricultural economy would be changing relatively faster under the structural reforms and new 
economic en vironment with export orientation, the pattern of production and consumption may change significantly, 
it would necessitate revision of the weighting diagram and base in the next five to seven years. 

1X22. There is a need to fill (he gap in the availability of data particularly in the pattern of investment in 
agriculture. The investment pattern of even traditional items like land development, dry farming etc. has undergone 
significant change and these items have also become capital intensive, ll is, therefore, recommended that the data 
from recent All India Debt & Investment Survey, whenever available, be used to revise the weighting diagram for 
indices of prices paid for capital investment. 

(Para V. 61) 

IX.23. The most appropriate approach to develop the weighting diagrams for indices of prices received and paid 
is to make use of the data generated from the comprehensive survey on farm production, consumption and disposal. 
No such survey has been undertaken in the country except some pioneering work done in Punjab in late 60s. Since 
such data was not available. Task Force was handicapped in developing comprehensive weighting diagrams. II is 
recommended that the projects for undertaking surveys on income distribution may be taken up in the country to 
generate the required data. 

DC.24. The Task Force has developed the methodology and constructed the terms of trade indices at the national 

level. Similar methodology may be adopted to develop the indices of terms of trade at the State level and States may 
build indices of terms of trade in their respective States using the common base period. 

(Para VII. 22) 

IX.25. While conducting consumer expenditure surveys, NSSO may collect and tabulate data on consumption 
from home grown produce as well as from market purchases in respect of all the commodities produced in the 
agricultural sector. 

IX.26. State-wise/item-wise marketed surplus ratios may be estimated for a more recent period based on com¬ 
prehensive data by DE&S/DM1 or some other appropriate agency. 


(Para VI. 10) 
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ANNEXURES 



REPORT OP THE TASK PUHCE ON TERMS OP 1HAUE bE I WEEN 

AGRICULTURAL AND NON-AGRICULTURAL SECTORS 

New Delhi 
9th February, 1995 


Shri J.C. Pant, 

Secretary (A&C), 

Ministry of Agriculture 
(Department of Agri. & Cooperation), 
Krishi Bhawan, New Delhi -110 001. 

Sir, 


The Government of India, Ministry of Agriculture, constituted a Task Force to look 
into the problems relating to the Terms of Trade between Agricultural and non-Agricultural 
Sectors in its entirety and develop methodology for constructing the index numbers of 
Terms of Hade in March 1993. 

2. The Task Force has completed Its examination and analysis of data and developed 
the methodology for constructing the index numbers of Terms of Trade. The Task Force 
has great pleasure in submitting its Report. 

f Yours faithfuttv 




(A.S. KAHLON) 
CHAIRMAN 

S.S. ACHARYA 

K. RAJAN 

G.S. RAM 

S.N. KAUL 

JlU— 

S.S.SRIVASTAVA 

LAXMI NARAIN MODI 

L— - 

R. NAGARAJA RAO 


K.M. RAIPURIA 

B.L. MUNGEKAR 




SUKUMAR RAY 

PREM~VASHISHTHA 

KEWAL RAM 

M.C. SINGHI 

M.S. BHATIAr 7 
MEMBER-SECRETARY 




An flexure I-l 


No.33012/]/93-EA 


GOVERNMENT OF INDIA 
MINISTRY OF AGRICULTURE 
DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE & COOPERATION 


KRISHIBHAVAN. NEW DELHI. 
DATED THE 24th March, 1993 


QEDEE 


Subject: Constitution of a Task Force on Terms of Trade between Agricultural and Non-agricultural Sectors. 


In pursuance of the recommendations of the Expert Committee for Review of Methodology of Cost of Pro¬ 
duction of Crops, the Government have decided to set up a Task Force to look into the problems relating to the terms 
of trade between agricultural and non-agricultural sectors in its entirety and develop the methodology for construct¬ 
ing the index numbers of terms of trade. The composition of the Task Force will be as under: 

1. Dr. A.S. Kahlon, -Chairman 

Former Chairman, CACP, 

17-D Sarabha Nagar, 

Ludhiana. 

2. Chairman, - Member 

Commission for Agricultural 

Costs & Prices, 

New Delhi. 

3. Adviser, - Member 

Agriculture Division, 

Planning Commission, 

New Delhi. 

4. Economic Adviser, -Member 

Ministry of Industry, 

New Delhi. 

5. Economic Adviser, - Member 

Deptt. of Economic Affairs, 

Ministry of Finance, 

New Delhi. 

6 . Economic and Statistical Adviser -Member 

Directorate of Economics & 

Statistics, 

Ministry of Agriculture, New Delhi. 
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- Member 


7. Economic Adviser, 

Ministry of Commerce, 

New Delhi. 

8. Director, - Member 

Prices & Cost of Living Division 

Central Statistical Orgn., 

New Delhi. 

9 Director, - Member 

Field Operations Division, 

National Sample Survey Orgn., 

New Delhi. 

10. Director, -Member 

Labour Bureau, 

Shimla. 

11. Shri R. Nagaraja Rao, - Member 

Principal Adviser, 

Depit.ofStatistical 

Analysis and Computer Services, 

Reserve Bank of India, Bombay. 

12. Dr. Prem Vashishtha -Member 

Associate Director, 

N.C.A.E.R, New Delhi. 

13. Dr. B .L. Mungckar. -Member 

Department of Economics, 

University of Bombay. 

Bombay. 

14. Dr. M.S. Bhatia, - Member 

Additional Economic Adviser, Secretary 

Directorate of Economics & 

Statistics, Ministry of Agriculture, 

2. The terms of reference of the Task Force will be as under: 

(i) To look into the problem relating to terms of trade between agricultural and non-agricultural sectors in 
its entirely. 

(ii) To evolve or develop appropriate index numbers of terms of trade reflecting parity between the prices 
received and prices paid by the farmers both for domestic and farm expenses. 

(iii) To identify the items including the far rtf inputs and for domestic consumption purchases by the farmers 
aid output mix sold by the farmers and assigning the appropriate weight to each of tho item. 

(ir) To identify the centres/markets, commodities and varieties for which price quotations may be taken/ 
used for construction of parity index. 

(v) To decide about nature and sources of price data, periodicity of price etc., to be used. 

(vi) To suggest appropriate base year for construction of index of terms of trade between agricultural and 
non-agricultural sectors. 

(vii) To make any other suggestions relating to construction of index tmabers of toms of trade-between 
agricultural and non-agricultural sector. 
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3. The expenditure of the Members on TA/DA in connection with meetings of the Task Force will be borne by 
the parent Departments/Ministries/Organisations. Hie expenditure, if any, in respect of non-officiai members will he 
borne by the Ministry of Agriculture as per rules and regulations of TA/DA as applicable to Grade l Officers of the 
Government of India. 

4. The Task Force will submit its report to the Ministry of Agriculture within six months. 


Sd/- 

(V.K. Mittal) 

Joint Secretaryf Administration) 


Copy to all Members of the Task Force. 

Copy also to: 

i) P.S. to Minister of Agriculture. 

ii) P.S. to Minister of Stale (Agriculture). 

iii) Secretary, Deptt. of Agri. & Coopn. 

iv) Special Secretary, Deptt. of Agri. & Coopn 

v) Additional Secretary, Deptt. of Agri. & Coopn. 

Sd/- 

(V.K. Mittal) 

Joint Secretary (Administration) 
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Annexure T-2 


No .33012/1/93-EA 
Government of India 
Ministry of Agriculture 
Department of Agriculture & Cooperation 

Krishi Bhavan, New Delhi 
Dated: 7th July, 1993. 

ORDER 

Subject: Constitution of a Task Force on Terms of Trade between Agricultural and Non-agricultural Sectors. 

In partial modification of the Task Force constituted vide this Ministry’s Order of even number dated 24.3.1993 
regarding above cited subject, it has been decided with the approval of competent authority to nominate Chief 
Executive Officer of the National Sample Survey Organisation as member of the said Force in lieu of the member 
representing Director, Field Operations Division, NSSO. 


Sd/- 

(ASHOK SAIK1A) 
Joint Secretary to the Govt, of India 

Copy to all Members of the Task Force including CEO, NSSO. 
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Annexure 1-3 


LIST OF PERSONS OTHER THAN MEMBERS WHO WERE ASSOCIATED WITH THE DELIBERATIONS 







S.NO. 

NAME 

DESIGNATION 

OFFICE ADDRESS 

1 . 

SH. P.K. SAHA 

DIRECTOR 

CENTRAL STATISTICAL 
ORGANISATION 

2. 

DR. R. TRIPATHY 

JT. ECO. ADVISER 

MIN.OF COMMERCE 

3. 

SH. L.P. RAI 

JOINT DIRECTOR 

C.S.O., NEW DELHI 

4. 

SH. V.J. IYER 

JOINT DIRECTOR 

NATIONAL SAMPLE 
SURVEY ORGANISATION 

5. 

SH. A. SAXENA 

JT. DIRECTOR, 

NSSO, S.P. BHAVAN 

6. 

SH. M.C. SINGHI 

DY.ECO ADVISER 

DEPTT. OF IND. 

DEVELOPMENT 

7. 

SH. KAILASH PATI 

JT. DIRECTOR 

DEPT. OF ECO. AFFAIRS 

8. 

SH. P. MARIA 

ASSTT. ADVISER 

R.B.I., NEW DELHI 

9. 

SH. T.V. RAMAN 

DY. RESEARCH DIRECTOR 

C.A.C.P. 

10. 

SH. GOPAL S. NEGI 

DY. DIRECTOR 

LABOUR BUREAU 

11. 

SH. B.S. BHANDARI 

SR. RESEARCH OFFICER 

DEPT. OF ECO. AFFAIRS 

12. 

SH. A.S. BHAL 

DY. DIRECTOR 

MIN. OF COMMERCE 

DIRECTORATE OE ECONOMICS AND STATISTICS: 

MINISTRY OF AGRICULTURE 


13. 

DR. I.R. KHURANA 

ADDITIONAL ECONOMIC ADVISER 

14. 

DR. V.N. MISRA 

SENIOR ECONOMIST 


15. 

DR. H.D. GOYAL 

ADDL. ECO. ADVISER 


16. 

SH. SWAMI NATH 

DIRECTOR (CS) 


17. 

SH. H.S. RASTOGI 

DY. ECO. & STATISTICAL 

ADVISER 


18. 

SH. TRIBHUAN SINGH 

JOINT DIRECTOR 


19. 

DR. VIJAY GOEL 

RESEARCH OFFICER 
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Annexure V • 1.1 


All-India-Rural 


Per Capita Expenditure on Food Items in Different NSS Rounds 


Items 


38th 

Round 

43rd 

Round 

44th 

Round 

45th 

Round 

46th 

Round 

1 . 

Cereal 

36.21 

41.33 

45.54 

45.38 

49.61 



(49.18) 

(40.99) 

(40.73) 

(37.26) 

(37.21) 

2. 

Gram 

0.29 

0.38 

0.43 

0.40 

0.44 



(0.39) 

(0.38) 

(0.38) 

(0.33) 

(0.33) 

3. 

Cereal Substitute 

0.21 

0.21 

0.22 

0.24 

0.24 



(0.29) 

(0.21) 

(0.20) 

(0.20) 

(0.18) 

4. 

Pulses & Products 

3.98 

6.27 

7.14 

8.31 

8.80 



(5.41) 

(6.22) 

(6.39) 

(6.82) 

(6.60) 

5. 

Milk <Sk Milk Products 

8.50 

13.63 

15.65 

18.35 

19.04 



(1154) 

(13.52) 

(14.00) 

(15.06) 

(14.28) 

6 . 

Edible Oil 

4.53 

7.88 

7.59 

9.10 

12.09 



(6.15) 

(7.81) 

(6.79) 

(7.47) 

(9.07) 

7. 

Meat, Eggs & Fish 

3.37 

5.11 

6.12 

6.84 

7.08 



(4.58) 

(5.07) 

(5.47) 

(5.62) 

(5.31) 

8. 

Vegetable 

5.31 

8.23 

9.32 

10.25 

12.75 



(7.21) 

(8.16) 

(8.34) 

(8.42) 

(9.56) 

9. 

Fruits (fresh & dry) 

1.54 

2.57 

2.83 

3.23 

3.63 



(2.09) 

(2.55) 

(2.53) 

(2.65) 

(2.72) 

10. 

Sugar 

3.18 

4.51 

5.20 

6.34 

6.03 



(4.32) 

(4.47) 

(4.65) 

(5.21) 

(4.52) 

11 . 

Salt 

0.19 

0.27 

0.29 

0.33 

0.43 



(0.26) 

(0.27) 

(0.26) 

(0.27) 

(0.32) 

12. 

Spices 

2.63 

4.25 

4.97 

4.88 

4.93 



(3.57) 

(422) 

(4.45) 

(4.01) 

(3.70) 

13. 

Beverages & 

3.69 

6.18 

6.49 

8.13 

8.27 


Refreshment 

(5.01) 

(6.13) 

(5.81) 

(6.68) 

(6.20) 

14. 

Food Total 

73.63 

100.82 

111.80 

121.78 

133.34 



(100.00) 

(100.00) 

(100.00) 

(100.00) 

(100.00) 


NOTE.- Figures in bracket indicate percentage to total food expenditure. 






WEIGHT FOR DOMESTIC CONSUMPTION BASED ON PER CAPITA CONSUMER 
EXPENDITURE DATA FOR 30 DAYS FOR RURAL HOUSEHOLDS AS AVAILABLE 
FROM 43RD ROUND OF NSS (1987-88) 

(Rs.) 


ITEM 

Reported 

Expendi¬ 

ture 

Value of 
imputed 
Expendi¬ 
ture 

Total 
Expendi¬ 
ture of 

items 

retained 

Item- 

Weighis 

(%)t 

m 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

I-(A) FOODUOl.82) 





A. CEREALS (41.33+0221) 

41.54 

0.33 



Rice 

24.88 

0.20 

25.08 

15.80 

Wheat 

11.46 

0.09 

11.55 

7.28 

Jo war 

2.23 

0.02 

2.25 

1.42 

Bajra 

1.14 

0.01 

1.15 

0.72 

Maize 

0.80 

0.01 

0.81 

0.51 

Barley 

0.09 

0.00 

0.09 

0.06 

Ragi 

0.61 

0.00 

0.61 

0.39 

Small Millets 

0.12 

I 

- 


CEREAL SUBS. 

0.21 

I 

- 


B. PULSES AND PRODUCTS (6.27 + 0.38) 

6.65 

0.44 



GRAM 

0.38 

0.03 

0.41 

0.26 

Arhar 

2.39 

0.18 

2.57 

1.62 

Gram (split) 

0.51 

0.04 

0.55 

0.35 

Moong 

0.86 

0.06 

0.92 

0.58 

Masur 

0.86 

0.06 

0.92 

0.58 

Urad 

0.66 

0.05 

0.71 

0.45 

Khesri 

0.20 

0.01 

0.21 

0.13 

Peas 

0.12 

0.01 

0.13 

0.08 

Soyabean 

0.01 

I 



Other Pulses 

0.37 

1 



Besan 

0.23 

- 

0.23 

0.14 

Other pulse Products 

0.06 

1 



C. MILK AND PRODUCTS (13.63) 





Milk (liquid) 

12.11 


13.63 

8.59 

D. EDIBLE OILS (8.88) 

8.52 

0.47 



Vanaspati 

0.98 

0.06 

1.04 

0.65 

Mustard Oil 

3.25 

0.18 ' 

3.43 

2.16 

Groundnut Oil 

3.31 

0.19 

3.50 

2.20 

Coconut Oil 

0.19 

0.01 

0.20 

0.13 

Palm Oil 

0.61 

0.03 

0.64 

0.41 

Rapeseed Oil 

0.07 

0.00 

0.07 

0.05 

Other Edible Oils 

0.10 

I 



Margarine 

0.01 

1 
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Annexure V-1.2 


WEIGHT FOR DOMESTIC CONSUMPTION BASED ON PER CAPITA CONSUMER 
EXPENDITURE DATA FOR 30 DAYS FOR RURAL HOUSEHOLDS AS AVAILABLE 
FROM 43RD ROUND OF NSS (1987-88) 

(Rs.) 


ITEM 

Reported 

Expendi¬ 

ture 

Value of 
imputed 
Expendi¬ 
ture 

Total 
Expendi¬ 
ture of 

items 

retained 

Item- 

Weights 

(%)t 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

E. MEAT, EGG AND FISH (5.11) 

4.39 

0.72 



Meat 

2.20 

0.36 

2.56 

1.61 

Eggs 

0.39 

0.06 

0.45 

0.29 

Fish 

1.80 

0.30 

2.10 

1.32 

F. VEGETABLES (8.23) 





Potato 

2.05 

6.18 

8.23 

5.19 

G. FRUITS-FRESH & DRY (2.57) 





Fruits 

2.57 

- 

2.57 

1.62 

H.SALT & SPICES(4.52) 

4.52 




Salt 

0.27 

- 

0.27 

0.17 

Spices 

4.25 

- 

4.25 

2.68 

I. SUGAR (4.51) 

4.47 

0.04 



Sugar crystal 

3.10 

0.03 

3.13 

1.97 

Khandsari 

0.05 

0.00 

- 


Gur (cane) 

1.23 

0.01 

1.38 

0.87 

Gur (others) 

0.09 

0.00 

- 


J. BEVERAGES, ETC. (6.18) 

3.09 

3.09 



Tea (Cups) 

1.39 

1.39 

2.78 

1.75 

Tea (Leaf) 

1.51 

1.51 

3.02 

1.90 

Coffee (Cups) 

0.06 

0.06 

0.12 

0.08 

Coffee (Powder) 

0.13 

0.13 

0.26 

0.16 

I-(B) PAN, TOBACCO AND 





INTOXICANTS (5.03) 





Leaf Tobacco (0.42) 

0.42 

4.61 

5.03 

3.17 

II - FUEL AND LIGHT (11.77) 

11.77 

- 

11.77 

7.42 

III - CLOTHING (10.52) 

10.52 

- 

10.52 

6.63 

FOOTWEAR (1.55) 

1.55 

- 

1.55 

0.98 
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Annexure V-1.2 


WEIGHTFOR DOMESTIC CONSUMPTION BASED ON PER CAPITA CONSUMER 
EXPENDITURE DATA FOR 30 DAYS FOR RURAL HOUSEHOLDS AS AVAILABLE 
FROM 43RD ROUND OF NSS (1987-88) 

(Rs.) 


ITEM 

Reported 

Expendi¬ 

ture 

Value of 
imputed 
Expendi¬ 
ture 

Total 
Expendi¬ 
ture of 

items 

retained 

Item- 

Weights 

(%)t 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

IV - MISCELLANEOUS (22.78) 





A. MEDICAL CARE (6.66) 

6.66 




Medicines 

5.68 

- 

5.68 

3.58 

Doctor 

0.76 

- 

0.98 

0.62 

Nursc/Midwife 

0.02 

- 

- 


Hospital charges 

0.20 

- 

- 


B. EDN., AMUSEMENT, ETC. (3.08) 

3.08 

0.55 



Amusement 

0.69 

0.15 

0.84 

0.53 

Books, etc. 

1.26 

0.27 

1.53 

0.97 

1\iition fees 

0.42 

0.09 

0.51 

0.32 

Private tutor 

0.16 

0.04 

0.20 

0.13 

Others 

0.55 

- 

- 


C. TRANSPORT (3.18) 

3.18 

- 



Conveyance 

3.18 

- 

3.18 

2.00 

D. PERSONAL CARE EFFECTS (5.67) 

5.67 




Toilet articles 

3.03 

- 

3.03 

1.91 

Sundry articles 

2.64 

- 

2.64 

1.66 

E. OTHERS (3.81) 

10.16 




Pet animals & others 

0.49 

- 

0.49 

0.31 

Other consumer service 

3.29 

- 

3.29 

2.07 

VI - DURABLE GOODS (5.64) 

5.64 

- 

5.64 

3.55 

TOTAL 



158.71 

100.00 

NON PRICEABLE ITEMS 





V - HOUSE RENT (0.36) 

0.36 


0.36 


House Rent/Garri, rent 

0.34 

- 

0.34 


Residential and rent 

0.02 

- 

0.02 


Consumer taxes & cesses 

0.02 

- 

0.02 


Consumer Rent-Goods 

0.01 

- 

0.01 


TOTAL EXPENDITURE 



159.10 



I — Expenditure imputed on items retained in the subgroup, 
t— Item expenditure under column 4 expressed as percentage of its total. 
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Annexure V-U 


WEIGHTS FOR DOMESTIC CONSUMPTION BASED ON PER PERSON CONSUMER 
EXPENDITURE BY RURAL HOUSEHOLDS FOR 30 DAYS OBTAINED FROM 
43RD ROUND OF NATIONAL SAMPLE SURVEYS (1987-S8) 

(Rs.) 


riEM 

[ton-wise Value of 

Reported imputed 

Expendi- Expendi¬ 
ture hire 

Total 
Expendi¬ 
ture of 
items 
retained 

Total 

Expendi¬ 

ture 

items 

dropped 

Item- 

Weights 

(%)t 

i 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

I-(A) FOOD 






A. CEREALS 

41.54 





Rice @@@ 

24.88 


12.38 

12.50 

15.45 

Wheat 

11.46 



11.46 


Jo war 

2.23 



2.23 


Bajra 

1.14 



1.14 


Maize 

0.80 

DROPPED 


0.80 


Barley 

0.09 



0.09 


Ragi 

0.61 



0.61 


Small Millets 

0.12 



0.12 


CEREAL SUBS. 

0.21_ 



0.21 


B. PULSES AND PRODUCTS 

6.65 





GRAM 

0.38] 

DROPPED 


0.38 


Arhar 

2.39 


2.39 


2.98 

Gram (split) 

0.51 


0.51 


0.64 

Moong 

0.86 



0.86 


Masur 

0.86 



0.86 


Urad 

0.66 



0.66 


Khesri 

0.20 



0.20 


Peas 

0.12 

DROPPED 


0.12 


Soyabean 

0.01 



0.01 


Other Pulses 

0.37 



0.37 


Besan 

0.23 



0.23 


Other pulse Products 

0.06_ 



0.06 


C. MILK AND PRODUCTS 






Milk (liquid) 

13.63 

DROPPED 


13.63 


D. EDIBLE OILS(#) 

8.52 

0.47 




Vanaspati 

0.98 

0.06 

1.04 


2.09 

Mustard Oil 

3.25 

0.18 

3.43 


4.37 

Groundnut Oil 

3.31 

0.19 

3.50 


4.37 

Coconut Oil 

0.19 

0.01 

0.20 


0.25 

Palm Oil 

0.61 

0.03 

0.64 

TO VANASPATI 

Rapeseed Oil 

0.07 

0.00 

0.07 


TOM OIL 

Other Edible Oils 

0.10 

1 




Margarine 

0.01 

1 




E. MEAT. EGG AND FISH 

5.11] 

DROPPED 


5.11 
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Annexure V-1.3 


WEIGHTS FOR DOMESTIC CONSUMPTION BASED ON PER PERSON CONSUMER 
EXPENDITURE BY RURAL HOUSEHOLDS FOR 30 DAYS OBTAINED FROM 
43RD ROUND OF NATIONAL SAMPLE SURVEYS (1987-88) 

(Rs.) 


ITEM 

Itan-wise 

Reported 

Expendi¬ 

ture 

Value of 
imputed 
Expendi¬ 
ture 

Total 
Expendi¬ 
ture of 
items 
retained 

Total 
Expendi¬ 
ture of 
items 
dropped 

Item- 

Weights 

(%)t 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

F. VEGETABLES 

8.23} 

DROPPED 


8.23 


G. FRUITS-FRESH & DRY 

2.57} 

DROPPED 


2.57 


H. SALT & SPICES 

4.52 





Salt 

0.27 


0.27 


0.34 

Spices 

4.25} 

DROPPED 


4.25 


I. SUGAR 

4.51 





Sugar crystal 

3.10 

0.03 

3.13 


3.91 

Khandsari 

0.05 

1 \ 


0.05 


Gur (cane) 

1.23 

0.01 


1.24 


Gur (others) 

0.09 

- 


0.09 


J. BEVERAGES, ETC. (*) 

3.09 

3.09 




Tea (Cups) 

1.39 

1.39 

2.78 


3.62 

Tea (Leal) 

1.51 

1.51 

3>2 


3.77 

Coffee (Cups) 

0.06 

0.06 

0.12 


TO TEA CUP 

Coffee (Powder) 

0.13 

0.13 

0.26 


0.32 

I-(B) PAN. TOBACCO AND 






INTOXICANTS 

5.03 





Leaf Tobacco 

0.42} 

DROPPED 


0.42 


Supari ) 

0.33} 

DROPPED 


0.33 


Bidi ) 

2.02 


2.02 


2.52 

Cigarette )$$ 

0.27 


0.27 


0.34 

Pan leaf ) 

0.35} 

DROPPED 


0.35 


Pan made } 

0.19 


0.19 


0.24 

Country liquor } 

1.45 


1.45 


1.81 

II - FUEL AND LIGHT 

11.77 





Soft coal ) 

0.11 


0.11 


0.14 

Firewood )S$ 

9.39} 

DROPPED 


9.39 


Kerosene } 

1.79 


1.79 


2.24 

Match box } 

0.48 


0.48 


0.59 
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Annexure V-J 3 


WEIGHTS FOR DOMESTIC CONSUMPTION BASED ON PER PERSON CONSUMER 
EXPENDITURE BY RURAL HOUSEHOLDS FOR 30 DAYS OBTAINED FROM 
43RD ROUND OF NATIONAL SAMPLE SURVEYS (1987-88) 


(Rs.) 


ITEM 



Item-wise 

Reported 

Expendi¬ 

ture 

Value of 
imputed 
Expendi¬ 
ture 

Total 
Expendi¬ 
ture of 

items 

retained 

Total 
Expendi¬ 
ture of 

items 

dropped 

ltem- 

Weights 

(%)t 

1 



2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

III -CLOTHING 


10.52 





Dhoti cotton (mFI 


0.88 


0.88 


1.10 

Dhoti cotton (h) 


0.25 


0.25 


0.31 

Sari cotton (m) 



2.41 


2.41 


3.01 

Sari cotton (h) 


$$ 

1.06 


1.06 


1.32 

Lungi cotton (h) 


0.49 


0.49 


0.62 

Towel-bath (h) 



0.14 


0.14 


0.17 

Shirting (m) 

_ 


5.28 


5.28 


6.59 

FOOTWEAR 



1.55 





Leather shoe 


}$S 

0.76 


0.76 


0.95 

Leather chappal 

} 

0.79 


0.79 


0.99 

IV - MISCELLANEOUS 






A.MEDICAL CARE 

6.66 

0.22 




Medicines 



5.68 


5.68 


7.09 

Doctor 



0.76 

0.22 

0.98 


1.22 

Nurse/Midwife 



0.02 

I 




Hospital charges 


0.20 

I 




B. EDN.. AMUSEMENT. ETC. 

3.08 

0.55 




Amusement 



0.69 

0.15 

0.84 


1.05 

Books, etc. 



1.26 

0.27 

1.53 


1.91 

Tuition fee 



0.42 

0.09 

0.51 


0.89 

Private tutor 



0.16 

0.04 

0.20 


TO TUI FEE 

Others 



0.55 

I 




C. TRANSPOF 

SI 

(3.18) 

3.18 





Conveyance 



3.18 


3.18 


3.97 

D. PERSONAL CARE EFFECTS 

5.67 





Toilet soap “ 

1 


1.65 


1.65 


2.06 

Hair oil 

ss 

2.70 


2.70 


3.37 

Barber charges 

L 


1.32 


1.32 


1.65 
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Annexure V-13 


WEIGHTS FOR DOMESTIC CONSUMPTION BASED ON PER PERSON CONSUMER 
EXPENDITURE BY RURAL HOUSEHOLDS FOR 30 DAYS OBTAINED FROM 
43RD ROUND OF NATIONAL SAMPLE SURVEYS (1987-88) 


(Rs.) 


ITEM 

Item-wise 

Reported 

Expendi¬ 

ture 

Value of 
imputed 
Expendi¬ 
ture 

Tbtal 
Expendi¬ 
ture of 
items 
retained 

Total 
Expendi¬ 
ture of 
items 
dropped 

Item- 

Weights 

(%)t 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

E. OTHERS 

9.42 





Washing soap 

6.18 


6.18 


7.71 

Alumunium vessel } 

1.02 


1.02 


1.27 

Brass Utensils ) 

0.76 


0.76 


0.95 

Earthen vessel )$$ 

0.41 


0.41 


0.52 

Cot ) 

0.19 


0.19 


0.24 

Washerman Charges} 

0.64 


0.64 


0.80 

Tailoring charges ) 

0.22 


0.22 


0.27 

NON PRICEABLE ITEMS 






House Rent/Garri, rent 

0.34 

_ 


0.34 


Residential and rent 

0.02 

— 


0.02 


Consumer taxes & cesses 

0.02 

— 


0.02 


Consumer Rent-Goods 

0.01 



0.01 


TOTAL 

159.10 


80.13 

78.97 

100.00 


t Item expenditure under column 4 expressed as percentage of total of such expenditure on all the retained 
items. 

I — Expenditure imputed on items retained in the subgroup. 

@ @ @ 49.74 percent of the expenditure on rice which corresponds to the purchase of this item from outside, has 
been retained for working out weight of this item. 

(#) Total expenditure reported for the sub group = Rs. 8.88 Item-wise details available for Rs. 8.52 Re¬ 
maining expenditure of Rs. 0.36plus an expenditure of Rs. O.llon Other Edible Oils and Margarine 
imputed to retained items. 

(*) Total expenditure reported for the sub group = Rs. 6.18 Item-wise details available for Rs. 3.09 Remain¬ 
ing expenditure of Rs. 3.09 imputed to available items. 

SS Group expenditure has been distributed ovei these items on the basis of Labour Bureau data. 

(m) mill. 

(h) handloom. 
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Annexure V-1.4A 


ALL-INDIA RURAL RETAIL PRICES OF NSSO PUBLISHED 
IN MONTHLY ABSTRACT OF STATISTICS BY CSO 


ITEM 



Annual average prices 




81-82 

82-83 

83-84 

84-85 

85-86 

86-87 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

I-(A) FOOD 

A. CEREALS 

Rice 

2.43 

2.83 

2.99 

2.68 

111 

2.91 

B. PULSES AND PRODUCTS 

Arhardal (inferior) 

5.27 

5.90 

6.99 

6.64 

6.33 

7.69 

Gram (split) inferior 

4.89 

4.04 

4.48 

6.27 

6.93 

5.64 

D. EDIBLE OILS 

Vanaspati (loose) 

15.35 

16.39 

17.25 

18.53 

19.39 

22.76 

Mustard Oil (loose) 

14.96 

14.35 

17.63 

15.98 

14.63 

20.18 

Coconut Oil (loose) 

18.98 

21.68 

30.93 

38.42 

26.05 

33.16 

Groundnut Oil (loose) 

14.75 

14.85 

16.99 

17.10 

16.61 

22.09 

H. SALT & SPICES 

Salt 

0.48 

0.50 

0.54 

0.61 

0.65 

0.67 

I. SUGAR 

Sugar crystal 

6.26 

5.00 

5.18 

5.61 

6.71 

6.52 

J. BEVERAGES. ETC. 

Tea (Dust) 

5.56 

6.40 

8.05 

9.99 

9.56 

9.64 

Coffee Powder (loose) 

4.09 

4.34 

5.30 

6.23 

6.56 

7.21 

I-(B) PAN. TOBACCO AND 
INTOXICANTS 

Btdi 

0.60 

0.65 

0.70 

0.77 

0.86 

0.93 

Cigarette 

1.0S 

1.15 

1.32 

1.39 

1.84 

2.04 

II - FUEL AND LIGHT 

Kerosene 

2.13 

2.27 

2.38 

2.30 

2.72 

2.80 

Match Box 

0.18 

0.19 

0.20 

0.22 

0.22 

0.23 

UI -CLOTHING 

Dhoti cotton (mill) 

32.80 

34.83 

37.02 

40.34 

42.48 

43.66 

Dhoti cotton (Haadlooa) 

27.88 

>0.61 

32.79 

35.68 

38.06 

35.73 

laree cotton (mill) 

43.41 

47.67 

51.84 

55.72 

60.89 

37.72 

Inroe cotton (Handioom) 

44.37 

48.46 

51.52 

55.34 

39.41 

60.78 

Lhagi cotton OuuxSoom) 

20.88 

22.91 

22.60 

26 ja 

28.96 

30.14 

Towel-Bath (handioom) 

5.75 

6.32 

6.97 

1X1 

8.07 

8.35 

Shirting (loth mill 

6.47 

7.05 

7.10 

8.12 

8.67 

8.95 

FOOTWEAR 

Leather shoe 

30.99 

34.75 

39.71 

42.66 

48.20 

52.00 

Leather chappalt 

19.90 

22.10 

22.60 

26.35 

29.17 

33.61 







ALL-INDIA RURAL RETAIL PRICES OF NSSO PUBLISHED 
IN MONTHLY ABSTRACT OF STATISTICS BY CSO. 


Annexure V-1.4A 


ITEM 



Annual average prices 




81-S2 

82-83 

83-84 

84-85 

85-86 

86-87 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

IV - MISCELLANEOUS 

A. MEDICAL CARE 

Doctor fee (Allopath) 

6.57 

7.61 

8.28 

9.00 

9.65 

10.22 

B.EDN., AMUSEMENT, ETC. 

Books, etc.(FS paper) 

2.23 

2.27 

2.42 

2.59 

2.75 

2.84 

C. TRANSPORT 

Conveyance 

Bus fare per km. 

0.09 

0.10 

0.12 

0.13 

0.13 

0.15 

D. PERSONAL CARE EFFECTS 

Toilet articles 

Toilet Soap 

2.03 

2.09 

2.35 

2.71 

2.81 

3.04 

Barber charges 

1.25 

1.43 

1.61 

1.85 

2.09 

2.30 

E. OTHERS 

Washing soap 

7.11 

8.15 

8.87 

10.02 

10.42 

10.55 

Aluminium vessel 

3.34 

3.46 

3.72 

4.04 

4.21 

4.35 

Washerman Charges 

4.04 

4.57 

5.22 

5.91 

6.81 

7.66 

Tailoring charges 

4.70 

5.44 

6.18 

6.97 

7.31 

8.69 


Note.- The units of the price quotations given in this table are the same as given in the relevant table published 
in the Monthly Abstract of Statistics. 
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ALL-INDIA RURAL RETAIL PRICES OFNSSO PUB LISHED 
IN MONTHLY ABSTRACT OF STATISTICS BY CSO. 


Annexure V-1.4B 


ITEM 



Annual average prices 




87-88 

88-89 

89-90 

90-91 

91-92 

92-93 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

I-(A) FOOD 

A. CEREALS 

Rice 

3.21 

3.50 

3.59 

3.77 

4.71 

5.20 

B, PULSES AND PRODUCTS 

Arhar dal (inferior) 

10.65 

10.52 

10.76 

14.31 

16.78 

16.05 

Gram (split) inferior 

6.29 

9.72 

9.98 

10.71 

10.23 

11.65 

D. EDIBLE OILS 

Vanaspati (loose) 

26.44 

26.58 

28.84 

38.66 

43.16 

38.39 

Mustard Oil (loose) 

26.65 

21.65 

21.62 

31.51 

34.08 

30.11 

Coconut Oil (loose) 

40.19 

39.73 

33.21 

43.51 

55.19 

61.75 

Groundnut Oil (loose) 

26.38 

22.42 

25.70 

35.60 

39.63 

34.16 

H. SALT & SPICES 

Salt 

0.71 

0.78 

0.94 

1.23 

1.28 

1.34 

I.SUGAR 

Sugar crystal 

6.66 

7.45 

9.13 

8.93 

9.38 

10.58 

J. BEVERAGES, ETC. 

Tea (Dust) 

10.00 

10.17 

14.13 

16.44 

16.43 

17.81 

Tea (Cups) 

0.58 

0.62 

0.71 

0.79 

0.86 

0.94 

Coffee Powder (loose) 

7.78 

9.40 

10.42 

13.19 

14.46 

21.54 

I-(B) PAN, TOBACCO AND 
INTOXICANTS 

Bidi 

0.99 

1.09 

1.50 

1.67 

1.80 

1.89 

Cigarette 

2.50 

2.66 

2.88 

3.23 

3.92 

4.68 

Pan made 

0.48 

0.46 

0.68 

0.61 

0.71 

0.76 

Country liquor 

29.57 

31.81 

33.03 

37.17 

40.20 

45.12 

II - FUEL AND LIGHT 

Soft coal 

96.44 

108.43 

118.45 

166.19 

174.52 

184.61 

Kerosene 

3.02 

2.92 

3.25 

6.02 

4.13 

4.43 

Match Box 

0.24 

0.27 

0.26 

0.26 

0.30 

0.30 

III -CLOTHING 

Dhoti cotton (mill) 

48.16 

55.69 

61.10 

68.38 

63.14 

85.97 

Dhoti cotton (Handloom) 

41.69 

49.08 

53.50 

61.14 

68.21 

75.37 

Saree cotton (mill) 

68.73 

75.48 

84.03 

88.46 

102.55 

116.72 

Saree cotton (Handloom) 

66.40 

75.55 

87.24 

97.92 

106.55 

124.21 

Lungi cotton (handloom) 

31.99 

36.17 

39.90 

43.19 

47.73 

54.30 

Towel-Bath (handloom) 

8.27 

10.34 

11.79 

12.82 

14.50 

17.12 

Shirting cloth mill 

9.61 

10.74 

12.12 

13.30 

15.60 

17.33 
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Anncxurc V-1.4B 


ALL-INDIA RURAL RE-TAIL PRICES OE NSSO PUBLISHKD 
IN MON THLY ABSTRACT OF STATISTICS BY CSO 


ITEM 




Annual average prices 




87-88 

88-89 

89-90 

90-91 

91-92 

92-93 

1 

2 


3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

FOOTWEAR 

Leather shoe 

57.93 

62.56 

71.88 

83.50 

92.9.6 

113.11 

Leather chappals 

34.52 

37.57 

41.53 

47.25 

51.68 

58.47 

IV-MISCELLANEOUS 

A. MEDICAL CARE 

Medicines 

Penicillin 

2.67 

3 

.38 

3.69 

4.05 

4.54 

5.52 

Anacin 

0.35 

0.40 

0.44 

0.48 

0.49 

0.51 

Entcro Quinal 

(1.28 

0.38 

0.42 

0.50 

0.53 

0:66 

Sulphadizine 

0.65 

1.01 

1.17 

1.21 

1.31 

1.69 

Doctor fee (Allopath) 

11.10 

12.11) 

12.44 

13.04 

14.47 

14.18 

B. EDN.. AMUSEMENT. ETC. 








School fee 

6JB9 

6 

12 

6.25 

7.13 

7.75 

7.72 

Amusement (Cinema ticket) 

1.93 

1 

.98 

2.04 

2.15 

2.36 

2.53 

Books, etc. (TS paper) 

2.93 

3 

.13 

3,64 

4.27 

4.56 

5.02 

C.TRANSPORT 

Conveyance 

Bus fare per km. 

0.23 

0.28 

0.24 

0.34 

0.37 

0.21 

D PERSONAL CARE EFFECTS 

Toilet articles 

Toilet Soap 

3.89 

4.12 

4.11 

4.29 

4.63 

5.33 

Hair oil 

38 91 

38.50 

15.75 

42.52 

53.74 

52.80 

Barber charges 

2 57 

2 

.SI 

1.07 

3.30 

3.60 

3.98 

E. OTHERS 

Washing soap 

11.84 

12 

:.48 

12.53 

13.02 

14.61 

15.7S 

Aluminium vessel 

4.92 

6 03 

7.02 

7.17 

8.33 

X.KI 

Brass Utensils 

11.19 

11.29 

14.57 

15.17 

17.72 

19.10 

Harthcn vessel 

3.08 


i.45 

3.79 

4.26 

4.79 

5.40 

Cot 

196.01 

215.35 

267.58 

293 40 

315.36 

360.88 

Washerman Charges 

X.3X 

9.08 

9.83 

9.71 

12.11 

13.79 

Tailoring charges 

9.49 

10.55 

11,42 

IO 

oc 

'^4 

14.75 

17.72 


Note - The units of the price quotations given in this table are the same as given in the relevant table published 
in the Monthly Abstract of Statistics. 
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Annexure V-1.SA 


IPP FOR DOMESTIC CONSUMPTION USING ALL-INDIA RURAL RETAIL PRICES 
PUBLISHED IN MONTHLY ABSTRACT OF STATISTICS BY CSO 



Item- 

Weights 



PRICE INDICES 



ITEM 

(WT) 

81-82 

82-83 

83-84 

84-85 

85-86 

86-87 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

I- (A) FOOD 

A.CEREALS 

Rice 

15.45 

67.01 

78.22 

82.70 

74.13 

76.49 

80.52 

B. PULSES AND PRODUCTS 

Arhar dal (inferior) 

2.98 

44.42 

49.75 

58.92 

55.98 

53.33 

64.85 

Gram (split) inferior 

0.64 

48.20 

39.87 

44.22 

61.87 

68.41 

55.60 

D. EDIBLE OILS 

Vanaspati (loose) 

2.09 

48.96 

52.26 

55.00 

59.09 

61.84 

72.56 

Mustard Oil (loose) 

4.37 

60.01 

57.55 

70.73 

64.09 

58.67 

80.96 

Coconut Oil (loose) 

0.25 

48.89 

55.86 

79.67 

98.97 

67.12 

85.44 

Groundnut Oil (loose) 

4.37 

39.88 

40.15 

45.93 

46.24 

44.91 

59.73 

H. SALT <L SPICES 

Salt 

0.34 

48.41 

50.48 

54.63 

62.00 

66.23 

68.09 

I. SUGAR 

Sugar crystal 

3.91 

73.58 

58.75 

60.86 

65.98 

78.92 

76.68 

J. BEVERAGES, ETC. 

Tea (Dust) 

3.77 

40.96 

47.14 

59.24 

73.54 

70.39 

70.98 

Coffee Powder (loose) 

0.32 

37.14 

39.47 

48.14 

56.58 

59.60 

65.56 

I- (B) PAN, TOBACCO AND 
INTOXICANTS 

Bidi 

2.52 

42.44 

45.60 

49.29 

54.28 

60.21 

65.24 

Cigarette 

0.34 

36.06 

39.44 

45.09 

47.62 

62.91 

69.92 

11 - FUEL AND LIGHT 

Kerosene 

2.24 

28.06 

29.82 

31.34 

32.83 

35.81 

36.80 

Match Box 

0.59 

68.75 

72.25 

76.07 

83.07 

84.35 

88.48 

III-CLOTHING 

Dhoti cotton (mill) 

1.10 

53.15 

56.43 

59.97 

65.36 

68.83 

70.73 

Dhoti cotton (Handloom) 

0.31 

51.08 

56.08 

60.09 

65.39 

69.75 

65.47 

Saree cotton (mill) 

3.01 

52.52 

57.67 

62.72 

67.41 

73.67 

69.83 

Sarce cotton (Handloom) 

1.32 

51,06 

55.76 

59.06 

63.68 

68.36 

69.95 

Lungi cotton (handloom) 

0.62 

52.53 

57.62 

56.84 

66.72 

72.86 

75.83 

Towel-Bath (handloom) 

0.17 

49.35 

54.28 

59.81 

65.00 

69.26 

71.69 

Shirting cloth mill 

6.59 

53.64 

58.52 

58.94 

67.39 

71.97 

74.29 
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Annexure V-l.SA 


IPP FOR DOMESTIC CONSUMPTION USING ALL-INDIA RURAL RETAIL PRICES 
PUBLISHED IN MONTHLY ABSTRACT OF STATISTICS BY CSO 



Item- 

Weights ■ 
(WT) 



PRICE INDICES 



ITEM 

81-82 

82-83 

83-84 

84-85 

85-86 

86-87 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

FOOTWEAR 

Leather shoe 

0.95 

42.65 

47.83 

54.66 

58.72 

66.34 

71.57 

Leather chappals 

0.99 

47.24 

52.46 

53.65 

62.56 

69.27 

79.81 

IV-MISCELLANEOUS 

A. MEDICAL CARE 

Doctor fee (Allopath) 

1.22 

52.42 

60.75 

66.09 

71.88 

77.03 

81.61 

BEDN., AMUSEMENT, ETC. 

Books, etc. (FS paper) 

1.91 

60.63 

61.69 

65.75 

70.35 

74.83 

77.33 

C. TRANSPORT 

Conveyance 

Bus fare per km. 

D. PERSONAL CARE EFFECTS 

3.97 

25.45 

28.15 

32.98 

33.88 

35.22 

41.50 

Toilet articles 

Toilet Soap 

2.06 

48.57 

50.09 

56.33 

64.81 

67.29 

72.70 

Barber charges 

1.65 

24.08 

27.51 

31.05 

35.51 

40.11 

44.18 

E. OTHERS 

Washing soap 

7.71 

56.11 

64.29 

69.99 

79.07 

82.17 

83.23 

Aluminium vessel 

1.27 

49.63 

51.30 

55.17 

59.89 

62.41 

64.59 

Washerman Charges 

0.80 

42.33 

47.94 

54.76 

61.90 

71.36 

80.31 

Tailoring charges 

0.27 

40.55 

46.90 

53.24 

60.11 

62.99 

74.96 

Overall weight/index 

80.33 

52.26 

56.51 

61.67 

64.00 

66.70 

71.60 
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Annexure V-1.5B 


IPP FOR DOMESTIC CONSUMPTION USING ALL-INDIA RURAL RETAIL PRICES 
PUBLISHED IN MONTHLY ABSTRACT OF STATISTICS BY CSO 



Item- 

Weights 

(WT) 



PRICE INDICES 



ITEM 

87-88 

88-89 

89-90 

90-91 

91-92 

92-93 

i 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 


1( A) FOOD 
A.CEREALS 


Rice 

15.45 

88.57 

96.56 

99.29 

104.16 

130.21 

143.53 

B. PULSES AND PRODUCTS 

Arhar dal (inferior 

2.98 

89.77 

88.67 

90.70 

120.63 

141.48 

135.31 

Gram (split) inferior 

0.64 

62.09 

95.91 

98.41 

105.68 

100.89 

114.94 

D. EDIBLE OILS 

Vanaspati (loose) 

2.09 

84.30 

84.75 

91.98 

123.27 

137.63 

122.43 

Mustard Oil (loose) 

4.37 

106.91 

86.85 

86.72 

126.43 

136.73 

120.80 

Coconut Oil (loose) 

0.25 

103.53 

102.36 

85.55 

112.09 

142.18 

159.08 

Groundnut Oil (loose) 

4.37 

71.32 

6 

0.61 

69.48 

96.24 

107.13 

92.35 

H. SALT & SPICES 









Salt 

0.34 

71.88 

7 

9.46 

95.53 

125.01 

130.46 

135.74 

1. SUGAR 

Sugar crystal 

3.91 

78.33 

87.62 

107.34 

105.04 

110.34 

124.44 

.1. BEVERAGES. ETC. 

Tea (Dust) 

3.77 

73.65 

74.87 

104.06 

121.08 

120.97 

131.13 

Tea (Cups) 

3.62 

81.59 

87.76 

100.47 

111.77 

121.81 

133.17 

Coffee Powder (loose) 

0.32 

70.70 

85.42 

94.68 

119.90 

131.40 

195.80 

1-(H) PAN,TOBACCO AND 

INTOXICANTS 

Bidi 

2.52 

69.46 

76.82 

105.34 

117.84 

126.76 

133.10 

Cigarette 

0.34 

85.61 

91.03 

98.50 

110.48 

134.18 

160.27 

Pan made 

0.24 

33.77 

32.67 

48.02 

43.07 

49.88 

53.51 

Country liquor 

1.81 

86.97 

93.54 

97.13 

109.32 

118.21 

132.71 

11 FUEL AND LIGHT 

Soft coal 

0.14 

73.61 

82.76 

90.40 

126.84 

133.20 

140.90 

Kerosene 

2.24 

9 A — ^ 

38.37 

42.74 

79.16 

54.29 

58.23 

Match Box 

0.59 

90.63 

101.39 

98.03 

100.58 

115.28 

113.73 

III -CLOTHING 

Dhoti cotton (mill) 

1,10 

7S.03 

90.23 

98.99 

110.78 

102.29 

139.28 

Dhoti cotton (Handloom) 

0.31 

76.40 

89.94 

98.03 

112.03 

125.00 

138.12 

Saree cotton (mill) 

3.01 

83.15 

91.32 

101.66 

107.02 

124.07 

141.22 

Saree cotton (Handloom) 

1.32 

76.41 

86.93 

100.39 

112.68 

122.61 

142.93 

Liingi cotton (Handloom) 

0.62 

80.47 

90.99 

100.37 

108.64 

120.07 

136.61 

Towel-Bath (Handloom) 

0.17 

70.98 

88.79 

101.17 

110.04 

124.49 

146.91 
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Annexure V-1.5B 


IPP FOR DOMESTIC CONSUMPTION USING ALL-INDIA RURAL RETAIL PRICES 
PUBLISHED IN MONTHLY ABSTRACT OF STATISTICS BY CSO 



Item- 

Weights 


PRICE INDICES 



ITEM 

(WT) 

87-88 

88-89 89-90 

90-91 

91-92 

92-93 

1 

2 

3 

4 5 

6 

7 

8 


Shirting cloth mill 

6.59 

79.74 

89.10 

100.52 

110.39 

129.40 

143.80 

FOOTWEAR 

Leather shoe 

0.95 

79.74 

86.12 

98.95 

114.94 

127.93 

155.69 

Leather chappals 

0.99 

81.96 

89.21 

98.61 

112.18 

122.71 

138.82 

IV-MISCELLANEOUS 

A. MEDICAL CARE 

Medicines 

7.09 

68.60 

89.75 

100.21 

110.05 

117.94 

141.80 

Penicillin 


71.90 

91.15 

99.60 

109.25 

122.44 

148.90 

Anacin 


79.95 

89.99 

100.18 

109.83 

110.67 

115.64 

Entero Quinal 


64.64 

88.19 

97.35 

114.47 

122.82 

152.88 

Sulphadizine 


57.93 

89.65 

103.70 

106.65 

115.85 

149.77 

Doctor fee (Allopath) 

1.22 

88.65 

96.57 

99.32 

104.11 

115.55 

113.25 

B. EDN., AMUSEMENT, ETC. 

School fee 

0.89 

93.63 

94.13 

96.15 

109.73 

119.16 

118.83 

Amusement (Cinema ticket) 

1.05 

93.85 

96.00 

99.36 

104.65 

114.56 

123.13 

Books, etc. (FS paper) 

1.91 

79.59 

84.99 

98.90 

116.11 

123.90 

136.57 

C. TRANSPORT 

Conveyance 

Bus fare per km. 

3.97 

62.65 

76.46 

64.61 

92.07 

100.69 

55.64 

D. PERSONAL CARE EFFECTS 

Toilet articles 

Toilet Soap 

2.06 

93.26 

98.75 

98.52 

102.73 

110.80 

127.55 

Hair oil 

3.37 

99.97 

98.92 

91.83 

109.25 

138.07 

135.65 

Barber charges 

1.65 

49.36 

54.12 

59.06 

63.49 

69.16 

76,48 

E. OTHERS 

Washing soap 

7.71 

93.40 

98.42 

98.83 

102.75 

115.29 

124.51 

Aluminium vessel 

1.27 

73.08 

89.47 

104.11 

106.42 

123.63 

130.78 

Brass Utensils 

0.95 

81.79 

82.55 

106.53 

110.91 

129.59 

139.65 

Earthen vessel 

0.52 

50.83 

56.97 

62.56 

70.38 

79.14 

89.18 

Cot 

0.24 

75.75 

83.22 

103.40 

113.38 

121.87 

139.46 

Washerman Charges 

0.80 

87.87 

95.15 

103.04 

101.81 

126.99 

144.51 

Tailoring charges 

0.27 

81.79 

90.95 

98.48 

110.58 

127.16 

152.77 

Total weight/Overall Index 

100.00 

81.25 

86.97 

94.03 

106.99 

120.00 

127.06 
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Anntxure V-2.1 


CALCULATION OF WEIGHTS FOR AVERAGING CROP-WISE SEED PRICES 



Area under crop (‘000 ha) 


Seed 

Total 

Seed 

Value of 

Weight 






Value 

Value of 

Replace- 

seed 

(Per- 

CROP 

88-89 

89-90 

90-91 

AVERAGE 

per Ha 

seed used 

ment 

replaced 

centage 






(Rs) 

(Mill Rs) 

Rate(%) 

(Mill Rs) 

to total) 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

CEREALS: 










WheaL 

24109.1 

23501.9 

24167.1 

23926.0 

361 

8637.06 

5.80 

500.95 

14.7 

Paddy 

41735.8 

42166.9 

42686.6 

42196.4 

249 

10501.00 

11.06 

1161.41 

34.1 

Maize 

5896.7 

5915.1 

5904.2 

5905.3 

64 

379.00 

11.96 

45.33 

1.3 

Jowar 

14599.3 

14837.9 

14357.4 

14598.2 

61 

885.89 

20.07 

177.80 

5.2 

Bajra 

12045.7 

10899.5 

10476.4 

11140.5 

49 

541.76 

37.61 

203.76 

6.0 

OILSEEDS: 










Soyabean 

1734.1 

2253.0 

2564.2 

2183.8 

616 

1345.44 

7.51 

101.04 

3.0 

Sunflower 

1103.8 

1192.3 

1632.8 

1309.6 

213 

278.79 

35.21 

98.16 

2.9 

Mustard 

4832.2 

4967.0 

5782.1 

5193.8 

63 

327.54 

29.20 

95.64 

2.8 

Sesamum 

2447.9 

2386.5 

2515.5 

2450.0 

51 

124.43 

5.93 

7.38 

0.2 

Groundnut 

8528.6 

8710.2 

8309.0 

8515.9 

1302 

11088.77 

4.64 

514.52 

15.1 

rULSES: 










Green gram 

3286.8 

3354.7 

3355.0 

3332.2 

215 

716.55 

10.64 

76.24 

2.2 

Blackgram 

3318.7 

3357.0 

3482.5 

3386.1 

309 

1047.28 

10.53 

110.28 

3.2 

Lentil 

1081.1 

1111.8 

1187.8 

1126.9 

220 

248.45 

2.05 

5.09 

0.1 

Red gram 

3488.7 

3599.7 

3593.0 

3560.5 

121 

429.75 

2.40 

10.31 

0.3 

Gram 

6809.5 

6470.5 

7521.3 

6933.8 

683 

4738.15 

2.40 

113.72 

3.3 

FIBRE: 










Jute 

690.9 

677.4 

777.6 

715.3 

238 

170.15 

21.98 

37.40 

1.1 

Cotton 

7342.6 

7694.8 

7439.6 

7492.3 

145 

1086.50 

13.64 

148.20 

4.3 

TOTAL 

143051.5 

143096.2 

145752.1 

143966.6 

— 

42546.52 

13.01 

3407.23 

100.0 
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Annexure V-2.2 


GENERAL SALE PRICES OF CERTIFIED SEEDS 


(Rs. per Qtl.) 


CROP 

1979*80 

80-81 

81-82 

82-83 

83-84 

84-85 

85-86 

86-87 

87-88 

88-89 

89-90 

90-91 

91-92 

92-93 

93-94 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 


CEREALS: 


Wheat 

270 

310 

340 

375 

380 

395 

395 350 425 450 

490 

530 625 625 673 

Paddy 

210 

245 

245 

245 

285 

350 

350 375 375 425 

425 

425 650 650 650 

Maize 

380 

400 

400 

400 

400 

450 

450 450 600 600 

650 

750 900 1150 1000 

Jowar 

650 

700 

700 

700 

700 

950 

950 900 800 600 

600 

600 750 850 850 

Bajra 

550 

800 

800 

775 

800 

800 

800 800 800 650 

800 

825 800 800 1220 

OILSEEDS: 

Soyabean 

500 

500 

550 

650 

750 

830 

830 830 1000 1100 

1100 

1100 2000 2000 1700 

Castor 

660 

660 

750 

750 

750 

920 

920 920 920 920 

1200 

1600 1600 1650 1820 

Sunflower 

550 

550 

735 

735 

735 

922 

922 922 1100 1800 

1200 

1800 2000 2000 2350 

Mustard 

775 

860 

875 

875 

875 

950 

950 950 950 1500 

1200 

1400 1800 1800 1820 

Sesamum 

770 

770 

1050 

1050 

1300 

1440 

1550 1550 2200 2400 

1800 

1800 4000 4000 3500 

Groundnut 

530 

530 

750 

750 

750 

1040 

1040 1040 1200 1500 

1500 

1500 1900 1900 1900 

PULSES: 

Greengrara 

600 

600 

848 

848 

848 

848 

950 1000 1000 1100 

1400 

1400 1900 1900 1920 

Blackgram 

600 

600 

700 

700 

700 

800 

1000 1100 1100 1200 

1300 

1300 1700 1700 1720 

Lentil 

550 

550 

709 

709 

709 

709 

709 709 709 1000 

1250 

1400 1500 1500 1520 

Redgram 

600 

600 

733 

733 

733 

830 

1050 1050 1150 1500 

1500 

1400 1800 1800 1820 

Peas 

500 

500 

550 

640 

640 

640 

810 810 810 1000 

1200 

1300 1400 1500 1500 

Gram 

300 

300 

300 

462 

625 

625 

700 700 700 900 

1250 

1400 1600 1600 1650 

FIBRE: 

Jute 

850 

850 

850 

850 

830 1200 1400 1200 1200 1500 

2500 

800 2000 1800 1600 

Cotton 

825 

825 

825 

825 

825 

825 

815 815 825 825 

825 

825 825 825 845 


Source: National Seeds Corporation 
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Annexure V-2.3 


COMBINED INDEX OF SEED PRICES FOR MAJOR CROPS 


CROP 

Weight 

80-81 

81-82 

82-83 

83-84 

84-85 

85-86 

86-87 

87-88 

88-89 

89-90 

90-91 

91-92 

92-93 

93-94 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 


CEREALS: 

Wheat 

14.7 

63.27 

69.39 

76.53 

77.55 

80.61 

80.61 

71.43 

86.73 

91.84 

100.00 

108.16 

127.55 

127.55 

137.35 

Paddy 

34.1 

57.65 

57.65 

57.65 

67.06 

82.35 

82.35 

88.24 

88.24 

100.00 

100.00 

100.00 

152.94 

152.94 

152.94 

Maize 

1.3 

60.00 

60.00 

60.00 

60.00 

67.50 

67.50 

67.50 

90.00 

90.00 

97.50 

112.50 

135.00 

172.50 

150.00 

Jo war 

5.2 

116.67 

116.67 

116.67 

116.67 

158.33 

158.33 

150.00 

133.33 

100.00 

100,00 

100.00 

125.00 

141.67 

141.67 

Bajra 

6.0 

105.49 

105.49 

102.20 

105.49 

105.49 

105.49 

105.49 

105.49 

85.71 

105.49 

108.79 

105.49 

105.49 

160.88 

OILSEEDS: 

Soyabean 

3.0 

45.45 

50.00 

59.09 

68.18 

75.45 

75.45 

75.45 

90.91 

100.00 

100.00 

100.00 

181.82 

181.82 

154.55 

Sunflower 

2.9 

34.38 

45.94 

45.94 

45.94 

57.63 

57.63 

57.63 

68.75 

112.50 

75.00 

112.50 

125.00 

125.00 

146.88 

Mustard 

2.8 

62.93 

64.02 

64.02 

64.02 

69.51 

69.51 

69.51 

69.51 

109.76 

87.80 

102.44 

131.71 

131.71 

133.17 

S c>'a mum 

0.2 

38.50 

52.50 

52.50 

65.00 

72.00 

77.50 

77.50 

110.00 

120.00 

90.00 

90.00 

200.00 

200.00 

175.00 

Groundnut 

15.1 

35.33 

50.00 

50.00 

50.00 

69.33 

69.33 

69.33 

80.00 

100.00 

100.00 

100.00 

126.67 

126.67 

126.67 

PULSES: 

Gre engrain 

2.2 

46.15 

65.23 

65.23 

65.23 

65.23 

73.08 

76.92 

76.92 

84.62 

107.69 

107.69 

146.15 

146.15 

147.69 

Blackgram 

3.2 

47.37 

55.26 

55.26 

55.26 

63.16 

78.95 

86.84 

86.84 

94.74 

102.63 

102.63 

134.21 

134.21 

135.79 

Lentil 

0.1 

45.21 

58.27 

58.27 

58.27 

58.27 

58.27 

58.27 

58.27 

82.19 

102.74 

115.07 

123.29 

123.29 

124.93 

Red gram 

0.3 

40.91 

49.98 

49.98 

49.98 

56.59 

71.59 

71.59 

78.41 

102.27 

102.27 

95.45 

122.73 

122.73 

124.09 

Gram 

3.3 

25.35 

25.35 

39.04 

52.82 

52.82 

59.15 

59.15 

59.15 

76.06 

105.63 

118.31 

135.21 

135.21 

139.44 

FIBRE: 

Jute 

i.i 

53.13 

53.13 

53.13 

51.88 

75.00 

87.50 

75.00 

75.00 

93.75 

156.25 

50.00 

125.00 

112.50 

100.00 

Cotton 

4.3 

100.00 

100.00 

100.00 

100.00 

100.00 

98/9 

98.79 

100.00 

100.00 

100.00 

100.00 

100.00 

100.00 

102.42 

Combined 

Index 

100.0 

60.2 

64.6 

66.2 

70.5 

82.6 

83.6 

84.0 

88.2 

97.1 

, 100.3 

102.6 

136.2 

137.4 

141.9 
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Anncmre V-2.4 


fi;kl> of livestock and interest 


(IN CRORE RS AT CURRENT PRICES) 


ITEM 


YEAR 


AVERAGE 

1988-89 

1989-90 

1990-91 

FF.F.D OF LIVESTOCK 

14891 

15541 

18063 

16165 

A. RUFFAGE 

10458 

10825 

12436 

11240 

B. CONCENTRATES 

4433 

4716 

5627 

4925 

1. OIL CAKES SS 

1066 

1116 

1258 

! 147 

2. RICE BRAN SS 

369 

425 

453 

416 

3. OTHERS 

2998 

3175 

3916 

3363 

INTEREST 

4193 

4680 

5472 

4782 


Source: Central Statistical Organisation. 

S.S Assumed as purchased from non-agricultural sector. 

Annexure V-2.5 

COMPENSATION OF EMPLOYEES ESTIMATED AS A PARI OF 
FACTOR INCOMES BY CSO AT CURRENT PRICES 


(CRORE RS.) 


ITEM 

YEAR " 


AVERAGE 

1988-89 

1989-90 

HIRED LABOUR ORGANISED 

1635 

1958 

1797 

HIRED LABOUR UNORGANISED 

18366 

20507 

19437 

TOTAL WAGES 

20001 

22465 

21233 

** Data for 1990-91 was not available till that time. 




ESTIMATION OF COMPENSATION TO AGRICULTURAL LABOURERS 


FROM NON AGRICULTURAL 

LABOUR HOUSEHOLDS 


TYPE OF HOUSEHOLDS 

NO. OF AGRL. 

PERCENT 


LAB C000) 


AGRL. LAB HHS 

56397 

96.43 

NON AGRL. LAR HHS 


2087 

3.57 

TOTAL RURAL LAB HHS 

58484 

100.00 


ESTIMATED COMPENSATION OF EMPLOYEES FOR AGRICULTURAL 
LABOUR FROM NON-AGRICULTURAL LABOUR HOUSEHOLDS: 


= 19437 * 3.57 / 100 or RS. 693.59 CRORE 
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Annexure V-2.6 


COMBINED INDEX FOB CURRENT REPAIRS BASED ON 
WEIGHTS AND PRICE RELATIVES OF RELEVANT ITEMS FROM WPI 


Weight Item indices from WPI on base shifted to 1988-91=100 

in WPI___ 




1981-82 

82-83 

83-84 

84-85 

85-86 

86-87 

87-88 

88-89 

89-90 

90-91 

91-92 

92-93 

Tractors 

0.343 

61.8 

64.6 

66.0 

70.0 

74.5 

77.8 

80.0 

92.6 

100.0 

107.4 

124.5 

136.8 

Diesel engines 
(stationary) 

0.325 

66.3 

70.3 

70.5 

73.9 

79.0 

81.4 

83.6 

90.7 

100.6 

108.7 

117.4 

124.2 

Power driven pumps 

0.208 

62.2 

63.0 

64.6 

68.3 

73.4 

75.1 

78.2 

84.7 

104.4 

110.9 

129.7 

140.8 

Electric motors 1 HP 

0.114 

63.7 

62.4 

64.0 

67.7 

73.2 

76.8 

78.5 

90.3 

103.4 

106=3 

129.5 

140.7 

Electric motors 3 HP 

0.157 

54.5 

53.7 

51.4 

56.6 

66.8 

67.6 

71.0 

89.6 

103.0 

107.4 

128.9 

136.8 

COMBINED INDEX 

1.147 

62.3 

64.2 

64.8 

68.8 

74.4 

76.8 

79.3 

90.0 

101.7 

108.3 

124.5 

134.3 


ESTIMATION OF VALUE OF DRUGS & MEDICINES GOING TO 
ANIMAL HUSBANDRY SECTOR 


Value of production of chemicals during base period in Crore Rs. 
at current prices (source NAS 1993 of CSO) 

1988-89 

26189 

1989-90 

28648 

1990-91 

31069 

Average 

28635 

Value of production (in lakh Rs.) from 1-0 table 1983-84: 

Chemicals 

1280187 

Drugs & Medicines 

211999 (16. 


Annexure V-2.7 


Drugs & Medicines 
absorbed in Animal 

Husbandry sector 3038 (1.43%)$ 


AA percentage share in the value of production of chemicals 
$ percentage share in value of production of Drugs & Medicines. 


Estimated value of Drugs & Medicines absorbed in Animal Husbandry sector during the base period: 
Rs.67.81 Crore = (Rs. 28635 Crore)%1656)*(.0143) 
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Annexure V-2.8 


WEIGHTING DIAGRAM FOR INDEX OF PRICES PAID 
FOR ITEMS OF INTERMEDIATE CONSUMPTION 


Item 

Value of Input at current 
prices (NAS 1993/CSO) 

1988-89 1989-90 1990-91 

Av. Value 
of Input 
for 
1988-91 

Value 
used for 
weight¬ 
ing 

Weights 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

Seed 

3192 

3621 

4287 

3700 

480 

2.53 

Chemical fertiliser 

5752 

6062 

6398 

6071 

6071 

31.98 

Current repairs 

2303 

2644 

3019 

2655 

2655 

13.99 

Feed of livestock 




16165 



a. Concentrates 

1435 

1541 

1711 


1562 

8.23 

b. Drugs & Medicines 





68 

0.36 

Electricity 

636 

755 

643 

678 

678 

3.57 

Pesticides 

621 

548 

488 

552 

552 

2.91 

Diesel oil 

1150 

1289 

1881 

1440 

1440 

7.59 

Interest on loans 

4193 

4680 

5472 

4782 

4782 

25.19 

Hired Labour 




694 

694 

3.65 

Total 


- 

- 

36737 

18982 

100.00 


Notes. - 

1. Of the total value of seed input (Rs. 3700 crore) only 12.98 % or Rs. 480 crore is estimated to have been 
purchased from non agricultural sector. 

2. Value of Drugs and Medicines has been taken from Annexure V-2.7. 

3. Value of Interest on Loans has been taken Annexure V-2.4. 

4. Value of Hired Labour has been taken from Annexure V-2.5. 



Annexure V-2.9 


Index of Prices Paid for Intermediate Consumption 


Item 

Weight 




ITEM INDICES FROM WPI ON BASE 1988-91=100 






1981-82 

82-83 

83-84 

84-85 

85-86 

86-87 

87-88 

88-89 

89-90 

90-91 

91-92 

92-93 

1 . 

2. 

3. 

4. 

5. 

6. 

7. 

8. 

9. 

10. 

11. 

12 . 

13. 

14. 

Seed # 

2.53 

64.6 

66.2 

70.5 

82.6 

83.6 

84.0 

88.2 

97.1 

100.3 

102.6 

136.2 

137.4 

Chemical fertiliser 

31.98 

101.0 

106.0 

100.0 

99.4 

101.7 

108.5 

108.7 

99.9 

100.1 

100.1 

125.1 

162.4 

Current repairs ** 

13.99 

62.3 

64.2 

64.8 

68.8 

74.4 

76.8 

79.3 

90.0 

101.7 

108.3 

124.5 

134.3 

Feed of livestock 

a. Concentrates 

8.23 

58.6 

57.5 

67.9 

72.4 

66.6 

78.9 

102.9 

93.2 

96.5 

110.3 

131.9 

141.2 

b. Drugs & 

Medicines 

0.36 

70.3 

73.4 

75.7 

78.4 

83.1 

85.9 

90.3 

96.2 

98.7 

105.1 

112.3 

119.8 

Electricity 

3.57 

72.2 

77.5 

83.5 

82.3 

81.7 

91.3 

106.6 

104.4 

95.5 

100.1 

106.6 

117.5 

Insecticide & Pesticides 2.91 

67.3 

73.6 

78.9 

81.5 

83.3 

85.3 

89.4 

93.7 

99.8 

106.5 

133.4 

136.3 

Diesel oil 

7.59 

75.9 

78.5 

82.6 

82.4 

88.9 

91.3 

92.7 

91.0 

91.1 

117.9 

131.4 

148.8 

Interest on loans $$ 

25.19 

115.0 

115.0 

115.0 

115.0 

115.0 

115.0 

115.0 

100.0 

100.0 

100.0 

100.0 

115.0 

Hired Labour %% 

3.65 

42.4 

45.4 

48.6 

55.8 

66.6 

72.0 

81.1 

90.3 

100.5 

109.2 

120.4 

132.5 

Total Weight/fndex 

100.00 

sa 

91.1 

91.0 

92.3 

94.3 

98.7 

102.2 

96.8 

99.2 

104.0 

119.4 

139.5 


# This item index has been taken from Annexure V-2.3. 

** This item index has been taken from Annexure V-2.6. 

$$ PR’s are based on the rates applicable to short term loans which constitute more than 50 % of the total loans. 

1983-84 rates have been repeated for 1981-82 and 1982-83. 

%% Item indices are based on the Index for Agricultural Labourers being constructed and maintained by CSO 
for use in the estimation of national income aggregates. 
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Ann<*xure V-3.I 


ITEM-WISE ANNUAL AVERAGE EXPENDITURE ON CAPITAL FORMATION 
FOR BASE PERIOD 0988-91) 


(Crorc Rs.) 


ITEM 

AV.tX.P 
ATCURRENT 
PRICES 
l'OR 
1988-91 

PURCHASE from 
non aori sector 

CEMENT 

LLMli 

BRICKS 

IRON & I/XIS& 
STEEL UMBER 

STONE 

PAINT 

ACiRIL 

IMPEL 

MEN'LS 

m. of- 
COl. 2 

ESTD 

EX;. 

l 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

II 

12 

FARM BUSINESS: 

4505 











a. invqlvim; 

3585 











PIRCHASI'. 












RENDING ETC 

700 

5.0(1 

35 

35 








WEI US 

551 

15.00 

84 

26 

2 

56 






OTHIiK IRRIGATION 

266 

15.00 

40 

12 

1 

27 






AORIL IMPLEMENTS 

1814 

100.00 

1814 








1814 

I ARM HOUSES 

254 

61.96 

157 

23 

1 

6"t 

23 

29 

15 

3 


II NUT INVOLVING 

920 

C.00 

0 









EliKCUASli 












RKSIDENTUI.: 

3316 











iucca 

2504 

7102 

177/ 

293 

21 

700 

273 

271 

177 

42 


semi i*uc:ca 

535 

6196 

332 

Win 

2 

140 

38 

100 

30 

3 


KITCHA 

111 

IHH) 

1 ft 









total farm 

7821 


423y 

408 

27 

986 

334 

400 

222 

48 

1814 

Bl'SLNESS & 












RESIDENTIAL 













I-STD KXP’ under oil.4 hies l>eeii obtained as (col.2 * col.3)/100 
ami rounded ! adjusted to nearest whole inimbet. There arc 
some minor differences, still existing, on this account. 
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WEIGHTS FOR INDEX OF PRICES PAID 
FOR ITEMS OF CAPITAL FORMATION 


Annexure V-3.2 


ITEM 


WEIGHTS 


As derived 
by RBI 

As in WPI 

Final 
Weights @ @ 

Cement 

9.62 



Cement 


0.860 

8.72 

Asbestos sheets 


0.089 

0.90 

Lime 

0.64 


0.64 

Bricks.tiles & stone 

2B.50 



Fire bricks 


0.091 

4.39 

Building bricks 


0.454 

21.89 

Non-ceramic tiles 


0.046 

2.22 

Iron & steel 

7.88 


7.88 

Logs & timber 

9.44 


9.44 

Paints, Varnish, etc. 

1.13 


1.13 

Machinery,Implements ## 




& Transport Equipments 

42.79 



Tractors 


0.343 

14.21 

Diesel engines 


0.325 

13.46 

Power driven pumps 


0.208 

8.62 

Electric motors 3 HP 


0.157 

6.50 

Total/Av. Index 

100 


100 


## The weight of Transport Equipment, Machinery and Agricultural Implements as worked out by RBI have 
been combined and a total weight of 42.79 has been assigned to this group of items. 

@@ Final Weights have been arrived at by distributing the RBI weights over the items, for whom indices are 
available in WPI, in proportion to the weight of these items in WPI. 



Annexure V-33 


INDEX OF PRICES PAID FOR ITEMS OF CAPITAL FORMATION USING PRICE RELATIVES 

FROM WPI 


ITEM 

Weight 


PRICE RELATIVES FROM WPI CONVERTED TO BASE 1988-91 FOR THE YEAR 




1981-82 

82-83 

83-84 

84-85 

85-86 

86-87 

87-88 

88-89 

89-90 

90-91 

91-92 

92-93 

Cement 

8.72 

66.1 

82.3 

95.6 

104.6 

101.3 

92.1 

92.0 

88.0 

97.6 

114.4 

130.2 

138.6 

Asbestos sheets 

0.90 

56.0 

71.3 

75.2 

77.6 

81.7 

82.5 

84.8 

90.1 

96.1 

113.8 

135.6 

149.3 

Lime 

0.64 

41.2 

41.0 

44.6 

55.4 

60.2 

64.1 

64.1 

85.8 

89.7 

124.5 

140.5 

140.5 

Bricto.tilss ft .atone 
Fire bricks 

4.39 

82.1 

82.4 

83.0 

84.8 

87.5 

89.4 

95.5 

97.9 

96.5 

105.6 

123.6 

132.1 

Building bricks 

21.89 

46.3 

53.8 

66.0 

70.6 

72.5 

79.5 

83.8 

89.6 

101.8 

108.7 

144.5 

160.3 

Non-ceramic tiles 

2.22 

56.9 

61.8 

67.6 

69.2 

77.2 

78.4 

80.0 

86.1 

101.5 

112.4 

134.7 

149.8 

Iron Sc steel 

7.88 

54.1 

55.2 

58.0 

63.6 

76.6 

75.0 

77.6 

88.7 

102.2 

109.1 

115.1 

126.2 

Logs & timber 

9.44 

41.2 

55.0 

58.4 

67.8 

66.1 

73.4 

84.2 

100.6 

98.1 

101.2 

108.0 

108.3 

Paints, Varnish, etc. 

1.13 

51.9 

54.9 

57.6 

61.5 

70.3 

74.7 

82.9 

93.3 

100.4 

106.3 

116.4 

144.4 

Machinery-Implements ## 

& Transport Equipments 













Tractors 

14.21 

61.8 

64.6 

66.0 

70.0 

74.5 

77.8 

80.0 

92.6 

100.0 

107.4 

124.5 

136.8 

Diesel engines 

13.46 

66.3 

70.3 

70.5 

73.9 

79.0 

81.4 

83.6 

90.7 

100.6 

108.7 

117.4 

124.2 

Power driven pumps 

8.62 

62.2 

63.0 

64.6 

68.3 

73.4 

75.1 

78.2 

84.7 

104.4 

110.9 

129.7 

140.8 

Electric motors 3 HP 

6.50 

54.5 

53.7 

51.4 

56.6 

66.8 

67.6 

71.0 

89.6 

103.0 

107.4 

128.9 

136.8 

Total/Av. Index 

100.00 

56.88 

62.59 

67.41 

72.48 

76.35 

78.81 

82.50 

90.89 

100.62 

108.48 

127.15 

137.53 
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Annexure Vl-1 


Marketed/Markctable Surplus Ratios of Agricultural 
Commodities Utilised ta the Weighting Diagram of 
Index Number ot Wholesale Prices (Rase 1981-82=100) 


SI.No. 

Commodity 

Marketed/Marketahle 
Surplus Ratio in r \ age 

1. 

Paddy(Ricc) 

42.71 


Wheat 

52.44 

3 . 

Harley 

28.00 

4. 

Jowar 

32.85 

5. 

Bairn 

33.29 

ft. 

Maize 

27.19 

7. 

Ragi 

18.20 

s. 

Gram 

40.30 

9. 

Arhar 

50.88 

10. 

Urad 

61.30 

11. 

Masoor 

53.50 

12. 

Moong 

59.81 

13. 

Groundnut 

82.30 

14. 

Rape-seed & Mustard 

92.70 

15. 

Scsamum 

77.60 

16. 

Linseed 

88.80 

17. 

Castor .Seed 

94.00 

18. 

Soyabean 

90.00 

19, 

Potatoes 

75.84 

20. 

Onions 

96.60 

21. 

Tapioca 

70.00 

22. 

Sweet Potatoes 

75.84 

23. 

Oaranges 

97.00 

24. 

Bananas 

90.00 

25. 

Cashewnuts 

100.00 

2ft. 

Milk 

60.00 

27. 

Gliee 

81.60 

2.X. 

Hotter 

81.60 

29. 

Eegs 

88.20 

30 

Pisii 

65.50 

31. 

Fish Marine 

93.00 

32. 

Meat 

100.00 

33. 

Black Pepper 

100.00 

u. 

CInllies 

88.00 

35. 

Turmeric 

80.60 

36. 

Cardamom 

99.98 

37. 

Ginger 

82.40 

38. 

Bclclnuts 

94.60 

39. 

Tubacoo 

85.00 

40. 

Mesta 

100.00 

41. 

Hemp 

80.00 

42. 

Cotton Seed 

94.00 

43. 

Coconut 

44,10 

44. 

Niger seed 

97.50 

45. 

Salflowei 

87 70 

46. 

Cotton raw 

Colton consumed 
by Textile Mills 

47. 

Raw jute 

100.00 

48. 

Sugarcane 

Sugarcane crushed 
by Sugar Mills 
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Anne xu re VI-2 


WEIGHTING DIAGRAM OF INDEX OF PRICES RECEIVED ON BASE 1988-91=100 


(Values in Crore R».) 


SI. Commodities 

Value of output from agriculture 


Marketed 

Estimated 

Percent- 

No. 

at current prices @ @ 


Surplus 

Value of 

age 






“ Ratio # 

Marketed 

share to 


1988-89 

1989-90 

1990-91 Average 


Surplus 

total 

1. 2. 

3. 

4. 

5. 

6. 

7. 

8. 

9. 

1. Paddy 

22108 

23834 

25918 

23953 

42.71 

10230 

13.063 

2. Wheat 

11741 

11547 

15021 

12770 

52.44 

6696 

8.551 

3. Jowar 

2360 

2707 

3067 

2711 

32.85 

891 

1.137 

4. Bajra 

1315 

1259 

1576 

1383 

33.29 

461 

0.588 

5. Barley 

321 

311 

429 

354 

28.00 

99 

0.126 

6. Maze 

1706 

1913 

1948 

1856 

27.19 

505 

0.644 

7. Ragi 

487 

557 

477 

507 

18.20 

92 

0.118 

8. Gram 

3051 

2794 

3407 

3084 

40.30 

1243 

1.587 

9. Arhar 

1501 

1826 

2110 

1812 

50.88 

922 

1.177 

lO.Urad 

950 

987 

1132 

1023 

61.30 

627 

0.801 

11. Moong 

1130 

1007 

1082 

1073 

59.81 

642 

0.819 

12. Masoor 

414 

439 

433 

429 

53.50 

229 

0.293 

13. Linseed 

241 

244 

342 

276 

88.80 

245 

0.313 

14. Sesamum 

508 

632 

977 

706 

77.60 

548 

0.699 

15. Groundnut 

5113 

5335 

6788 

5745 

82.30 

4728 

6.038 

16. Rape & Mustard 

2416 

3101 

4618 

3378 

92.70 

3132 

3.999 

17. Castor seed 

239 

288 

374 

300 

94.00 

282 

0.360 

18. Coconut/fresh 

1984 

1765 

2116 

1955 

44.10 

862 

1.101 

19. Safflower 

229 

317 

281 

276 

87.70 

242 

0.309 

20. Sunflower 

197 

425 

771 

464 

87.70 

407 

0.520 

21. Soyabean* 

757 

845 

1590 

1064 

90.00 

958 

1.223 

22. Sugarcane 

6371 

8500 

9394 

8088 

82.30 

6657 

8.500 

23. Cotton 

3322 

4337 

4710 

4123 

100.00 

4123 

5.265 

24. Jute 

407 

580 

822 

603 

100.00 

603 

0.770 

25. Mesta 

50 

59 

81 

63 

100.00 

63 

0.081 

26. Tobacco 

709 

694 

915 

773 

85.00 

657 

0.839 

27. Cardamom 

82 

138 

208 

143 

99.98 

143 

0.182 

28. Chillies dry 

1153 

989 

1342 

1161 

88.00 

1022 

1.305 

29. Black pepper 

176 

208 

153 

179 

100.00 

179 

0.229 

30. Ginger dry 

153 

183 

232 

189 

82.40 

156 

0.199 

31. Tbrmeric 

328 

389 

391 

369 

80.60 

298 

0.380 

32. Betelnut 

333 

350 

562 

415 

94.60 

393 

0.501 

33. Garlic 

101 

180 

321 

201 

96.60 

194 

0.248 

34. Banana 

1236 

1428 

1656 

1440 

90.00 

1296 

1.655 

35.Cashewnut 

249 

249 

290 

263 

100.00 

263 

0.335 

36. Potato 

1775 

1863 

2362 

2000 

75.84 

1517 

1.937 

37. Sweet potato 

181 

187 

201 

190 

78.84 

150 

0.191 

38. Tapioca 

345 

562 

498 

468 

70.00 

328 

0.419 

39. Onions 

451 

406 

781 

546 

96.60 

527 

0.673 
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Annexur* VI-2 


WEIGHTING DIAGRAM OF INDEX OF PRICES RECEIVED ON BASE 1988-91=100 


(Values in Crore Rs.) 


SI. 

No. 

Commodities 

Value of output from agriculture 
at current prices @ @ 

Marketed 
Surplus 
Ratio # 

Estimated 
Value of 
Marketed 
Surplus 

Percent¬ 
age 
share to 
total 



1988-89 1989-90 1990-91 Average 

1 

2 

3 4 5 6 

7 

8 

9 


40. Milk group 

20790 

24780 

29269 

24946 

60.00 

14968 

19.112 

41. Mutton 

1644 

2123 

2424 

2064 

100.00 

2064 

2.635 

42. Pork 

266 

437 

487 

397 

100.00 

397 

0.506 

43. Poultry chicken 

1820 

2276 

2406 

2167 

100.00 

2167 

2.767 

44. Fish 

3633 

4373 

5292 

4433 

100.00 

4433 

5.660 

45. Eggs 

1026 

1202 

1343 

1190 

88.20 

1050 

1.341 

46. Hides raw 

207 

226 

271 

235 

100.00 

235 

0.300 

47. Skins Raw 

218 

255 

312 

262 

100.00 

262 

0.334 

48. Raw wool 

118 

138 

145 

134 

100.00 

134 

0.171 

A. Total (Items included) 

105912 

119245 

141325 

122161 


78315 

100.00 

B. Total (Agri., Livestock 

I3tft7i 

150499 

177966 

155012 




and Fishery) 








C. Percent of Value of 

77.55 

79.23 

79.41 

78.81 





Ilems included {(A/B)*100) 


# Adopted from the Report of Sub Group on Estimation of Marketable Surplus Ratios. 
@@ National Accounts Statistics 1993—CSO 
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Annex* rv VI-3 


WEIGHTED AVERAGE ALL-WM A FARM HARVEST PRICES USING STATE MARKETABLE SURPLUS AS WEIGHTS 

MAJOR CEREAL CROPS 


CROM'ADDY 


(Rs. p*r quintal) 


State 

WEIGHT 





FARM HARVEST PRICES 





1981-82 

82-83 

83-84 

84-83 

85-86 

86-87 

87-88 

88-89 

89-90 

90-9! 

91-92 

92-93 

ANDHRA PRADESH 

10.90 

115.01 

135.98 

148 76 

138 36 

152.40 

160.71 

175.10 

197.77 

197.00 

243.00 

287.00 

29I.0C 

ASSAM 

2.11 

117.50 

134.90 

164 54 

164.70 

155.13 

172.42 

181.87 

21757 

222.00 

237.00 



BIHAR 

6.43 

104.04 

152.70 

162.15 

160.65 

154.64 

163.87 

187.62 

192.85 

234.DO 

214.00 

215.00 

297.Of. 

HARYANA 

5.55 

107.00 

126.00 

141 00 

164.00 

173.00 

•73.34 

188.00 

211.51 

222.00 

351.00 

461.00 


KARNATAKA 

6.27 

137.33 

138.91 

173.62 

162.32 

193.42 

179.56 

198.79 

235.72 

228.00 

243.00 

304.00 

330.0(i 

KERALA 

0.39 

178.78 

208.16 

251.62 

200.76 

237.25 

238.42 

261.22 

289.70 

285.00 

290.00 

370.00 

409.00 

MADHYA PRADESH 

6.97 

19809 

238.03 

239.12 

247.75 

256.44 

145.97 

167.98 

172.14 

208.00 

206.00 

247.00 

274.or 

MAHARASHTRA 

1.63 

145.45 

164.90 

163.75 

171.06 

180.73 

199.14 

206.97 

207.20 

225.00 

264.00 

357.00 


PUNJAB 

2110 

100.32 

122.71 

133.07 

146.83 

150 JO 

200.96 

176.84 

184 49 





TAMIL NADU 

12.69 

227 04 

233.08 




169.03 

186.99 

197.71 

199.00 


213.00 


UJTAR PRADESH 

12.18 

108.97 

125.60 

133.63 

122.89 

125.54 

144.86 

174.83 

17931 

180.00 

192.00 

261.00 


WEST BENGAL 

3.48 

131.76 

163.71 

173.48 

173.92 

188.22 

192.73 

184.88 

196.57 

220.00 

241.00 

285.00 

291.00 

Total/Av. Prices 

100.00 

135.03 

153.89 

156.31 

155.09 

163.52 

171.84 

180.97 

194.84 

205.86 

236.59 

276.89 

296.25 


CROP WHE/ff 












{Re. per qutalnL 

SC7*C * 

<ER3Ur 





FARM HARVEST PRICES 







81-82 

82-83 

83-84 

84-85 

85-86 

86-87 

87-88 

88-89 

89-90 

90-91 

91-92 

92-91 

HARYANA 

16.38 

155.00 

163.00 

164.00 

166.00 

170.00 

180.73 

203.80 

201.66 

224.00 

249.00 

309.00 


HIMACHAL PRADESH 

0.82 

165.10 

185.81 

184.85 

208 33 

205.79 

211.60 

221.79 

241.12 

253.00 


324.00 

341.00 

MADHYA PRADESH 

6.39 

166.01 

201.36 

178.16 

173.25 

200.49 

200.23 

229.70 

282.18 

260.00 

289.00 

380.00 

420.00 

MAHARASHTRA 

1.74 

204.14 

229.95 

207.69 

21374 

232.02 

242.54 

251.52 

260.35 

293.00 

313.00 

434.00 


PUNJAB 

35.50 

140.79 

151.00 

151.97 

161.24 

162.41 

16915 

183.00 

191.62 





TAMIL NADU 

0.00 

213.51 

222.37 

207.24 

197.27 

209.37 

237.31 

254.23 

249.84 

305.00 


314.00 


RAJASTHAN 

9-31 

177.25 

157.51 

177.26 

185.40 

202.39 

0.00 

0.00 

OJOO 

247.00 

312.00 

385.00 


UTTAR PRADESH 

28.40 

3 49.34 

167.81 

147 93 

153 94 

166.83 

167.25 

195.17 

211.63 

206.00 

262.00 

329.00 


WEST BENGAL 

1.46 

181J1 

206.79 

161 78 

153.15 

169.11 

195.00 

220.13 

253.1? 

249.00 

281.00 

371.00 

352.00 

Total/A v. Prices 

! 00.00 

152.45 

164.04 

158.20 

164.14 

17173 

175.04 

196.12 

208.84 

225.76 

270.50 

340.78 

401.08 
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Aonexare Vl-3 


WEIGHTED AVERAGE ALL-INDIAFARM HARVEST PRICES USING STATE MARKEIABLESC&FLUS AS WEIGHTS 

MAIOR CEREAL CROPS 


CROPtMAIZE 


(Rs. per quintal) 


STATE WEIGHT 


FARM HARVEST PRICES 




1981-82 

82-83 

83-84 

84-85 

85-86 

86-87 

87-88 

88-89 

89-90 

90-91 

91-92 

92-93 

ANDHRA PRADESH 

5.74 

115.85 

131.08 

137.05 

117.05 

154.78 

160.22 

176.27 

201.15 

197.00 

204.00 

302.00 

271.00 

BIHAR 

13.78 

146.52 

171.64 

183.62 

169.30 

160.36 

187.76 

202.95 

198.60 

205.00 

236.00 

302.00 

321.00 

HIMACHAL PRADESH 

8.81 

143.91 

151.32 

168.40 

160.00 

177.16 

173.28 

195.51 

223.37 

220.00 


310.00 

295.00 

MADHYA PRADESH 

17.01 

125.29 

137.03 

128.54 

113.63 

154.68 

151.56 

167.39 

160.93 

181.00 

m.oo 

299.00 

332.00 

PUNJAB 

7.75 

132.63 

157.59 

160.98 

145.20 

183.48 

189.21 

181.84 

229.13 





RAJASTHAN 

23.44 

149.97 

144.03 

135.50 

132.61 

189.59 



194.33 

186.00 

211.00 

337.00 


ETTAR PRADESH 

23.47 

126.54 

147.11 

140.02 

117.62 

144.56 

154.93 

189.00 

190.12 

J80.lt) 

186.00 

289.00 


Total/Av. Price* 

100.00 

135.96 

148.32 

146.97 

113.41 

165.49 

166.07 

185.78 

193.90 

190.32 

201.70 

307.80 

313.74 


CROPJOWAR (Rr. per quintal) 

STATE WEROTf FARM HARVEST PRICES 




81-82 

82-83 

83-84 

84-85 

85-86 

36-87 

87-86 

88-89 

89-90 

90-91 

91-92 

92-93 

ANDHRA PRADESH 

9.64 

141.21 

130.54 

152.17 

145.51 

150.32 

153.91 

169.36 

231.95 

216.00 

223.00 

365.00 

391.00 

GUJARAT 

4.22 

142.51 

170.24 

158.43 

178.65 

198.70 

196.56 

228.07 

228.00 

230.00 

303.00 

385.00 

412.00 

KARNATAKA 

8.36 

132.26 

119.32 

151.14 

169.47 

165.03 

159.91 

164.35 

245.36 

229.00 

219.00 

317.00 

285.00 

MAHARASHTRA 

62.37 

148.50 

155.52 

155.65 

156.15 

154.80 

164.10 

162.89 

175.75 

185.00 

229.00 

376.00 


RAJASTHAN 

8.61 

124.87 

137.05 

192.08 

132.47 

155-43 



178.13 

187.00 

210,00 

338.00 


TAMIL NADU 

6.61 

135.30 

126.45 

155.11 

153.04 

164.48 

164.29 

187.33 

180.09 

202.00 




Totel/Av. Prices 

100,00 

143.26 

147.14 

158.16 

15499 

157.31 

164.26 

168.50 

189.84 

194.97 

229.08 

366.40 

354,64 


CROP:BAJRA 












(R*. perquiotel) 

STATE 

WEIGHT 





FARM HARVEST PRICES 






81-82 

82-83 

83-84 

84-85 

85-86 

86-87 

87-88 

88-89 

89-90 

90-91 

91-92 

92-93 

ANDHRA PRADESH 

4.12 

111.85 

113.55 

129.35 

126.81 

14113 

154.09 

167.89 

184.15 

186.00 

200.00 

186.00 

184.00 

GUJARAT 

29.91 

151.95 

162.86 

142.79 

161*21 

227.30 

210.65 

228.61 

180.01 

218.00 

111.00 

369.00 

190.00 

MAHARASHTRA 

30.83 

138.44 

145.82 

140.17 

148.27 

165.32 

165.95 

168.06 

175.10 

199X0 

235.00 

375.00 


RAJASTHAN 

24.64 

158.28 

151.93 

144.05 

138.07 

187.08 



148.68 

179.00 

217.00 

163X0 


TAMIL NADU 

10.50 

123.19 

119.76 

135.71 

130.36 

153.98 

152.76 

170.19 

155.29 

189.00 




Total/Av. Piicas 

100.00 

144.67 

148.36 

141.00 

146.86 

187.03 

181.21 

192.39 

168.35 

198.17 

253.83 

327.21 

289.27 
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Afltexurt VW 


WEIGHTED AVERAGE ALL-fNDIA FARM HARVEST PRICES USTNG STATE PRODUCTION AS WEIGHTS 

NON COMMERCIAL CROPS 


(Re. perqmnral) 


CROP WEKiMT FARM HARVEST PRICES 

STATE —■ —~ 

81-82 82-82 83-84 1M-85 85-86 86-R7 87-® 0B-8P WupO 90-91 91-92 91-93 


RAG l 


AP 

827 

119.95 

1W.19 

141.04 

14421 

1*>.30 

149.0? 

167 95 

190.25 

190.00 

190.00 

240.00 

278.00 

mm 

3.52 

19? 46 

156 17 

165 46 

164 90 

144.70 

154 00 

167 96 

171.90 

M9.00 

226.00 

22600 

165.00 

Gujarat 

1.23 

121.10 

148.93 

1903! 

171.09 

176.00 

189.55 

328.86 

100.63 

309.00 

22300 

31800 

285.00 

Karnataka 

54.14 

147.3* 

**.78 

167.78 

156.09 

168.47 

164 13 

167.31 

210. IS 

100.00 

300.00 

235.00 

288X70 

M P 

0.20 

109.54 

123 61 

126.26 

197 97 

134.88 

133.44 

173.15 

185.94 

144.00 

375.00 

378 00 

328 00 

Mahanwtra 

9 95 

1 89 

144 21 

14267 

14236 

142.46 

132.20 

147.04 

149 35 

187.00 

21100 

317.00 


Tamil Nadu 

14.14 

13506 

140 09 

168 07 

161.68 

167.52 

197.94 

173 02 

19193 

102.00 

191 00 



UP 

8.56 

142.55 

175.91 

138.92 

143.26 

132.98 

165.69 

123 W) 

213.00 

J05.00 

219 00 

146.00 


Total/Av Price* 

10000 

141.75 

147.65 

160.23 

134.01 

162. H 

16095 

164.39 

196.31 

199.92 

202.18 

147 32 

285 64 


GRAM 


Bihar 

2.90 

307 82 

290 89 

31325 

409 3J 

439.67 

365.19 

4JS1S 

660.10 

697.00 

704 00 

70000 


Gujarat 

1.72 

279.86 

256.60 

326 77 

40551 

408 JO 

461.92 

633 12 

360 13 

.11)00 

601 00 

674.00 

raaxx> 

Haryvu 

9.99 

288.00 

277.00 

M3 00 

465.00 

375.00 

3M29 

5T0.30 

394.44 

719 00 

692 00 

723.00 


Karnataka 

1.42 

293.66 

285 20 

347 82 

449.18 

479.46 

>96.61 

441.57 

692.58 

rtTOuOO 

797 00 

718.00 

798.00 

M.P 

33.76 

228.17 

216.75 

284.43 

395 97 

378.50 

334.63 

433.01 


61X00 

577.00 

>96.00 

743.00 

Mrfwrattra 

7 63 

290 39 

285 97 

308 28 

351 S3 

3074) 

359 76 

392.04 

43535 

520.00 

990.00 

635.00 


Punjab 

1.08 

304.58 

327.78 

288 41 

466.88 

491.15 

404 33 

537 46 

643.26 





Rajaadwa 

18.64 

278.19 

260 79 

293 77 

39f 17 

364 43 

35849 

488.98 

JOS .43 

65X00 

692.00 

694 00 


UP. 

22.87 

247.09 

226 98 

287 98 

37134 

401.13 

>17.12 

445 50 

513.14 

638.00 

61500 

613.00 


Tr*t»VAv Pnew 

100 00 

257.50 

243 60 

297 16 

306 38 

385.32 

346.66 

462.91 

547 10 

627.35 

61428 

629.08 

753 94 

TUR 














A.P. 

3.05 

315.29 

325 56 

394.06 

358 61 

354.75 

476.82 

*3.60 

574 77 

633.00 

897 00 

900 00 

907.00 

Bihar 

339 

294.69 

346 68 

328 60 

364 40 

387.30 

379 81 

566.37 

61278 

6*900 

002 00 

786.00 


Gujarat 

1269 

335.15 

403.91 

431.26 

399 19 

375.80 

571.16 

684.55 

592 94 

788.00 

053.00 

982.00 

027.00 

Kaiivkiida 

7.01 

388.05 

339 95 

438 31 

379 55 

365.17 

479.95 

668 68 

551 59 

663.00 

903 00 

035.00 

843 00 

M.P 

2033 

289.35 

327.10 

368 36 

33875 

351.12 

500.35 

732.50 

494 13 

601.00 

803.00 

850 00 

886.00 

hMwwhtw 

23 82 

444.84 

463 46 

446 95 

456.46 

35013 

507.49 

55854 

601.30 

714.00 

934.00 

207.00 


RajMthon 

0.94 

289.03 

320 03 

387 77 

324.35 

34X59 

503.38 

582.40 

604 00 

629 00 

676.00 

901.00 


rw*fadfc 

3.67 

305.36 

329 92 

404.09 

367.20 

346.39 

379.56 

516.31 

435 64 

485.00 

639 00 



UP. 

25.09 

291.57 

328.74 


323.03 

338.30 

443.60 

596.57 

558.62 

6*4.00 

817.00 

837 00 



TntaMAr Prices 101)00 341.23 371 29 411 79 375 76 352.88 486.15 629.00 5J7.7f 61X91 87023 965.57 922.02 


BARLBY 


Btsr 

?.II 

133.27 

167 53 

135 12 

14! 35 

147.72 

140.45 

20266 

90S J0 

178.00 

27500 

315 00 


M»yBfla 

7.13 

117.00 

138.00 

141 00 

161 00 

190.00 

180.29 

200.20 

191.55 

219.00 

275.00 

287 00 


M.P 

240 

153.68 

180.91 

16147 

190.00 

185.68 

187.35 

202.93 

227 44 

299.00 

254.00 

296.00 

31500 

UK 

040 

142.25 



146 85 

144.HP 

>05.00 

186 00 

19101) 

217.00 

232.00 



M.P 

6.73 

104.29 

130.77 

132 07 

191 4R 

152.12 

137.82 

177.97 

219.95 

221.00 

259 00 

292 00 

288.00 

Pasfab 

6.92 

102.78 

178.78 

12900 

190 18 

157 IT 

143.94 

164.85 

HUM 





9+Mhm 

25.48 

**.41 

1M.26 

139.17 

149 80 

160.90 

149.32 

216.37 

296.20 

218.00 

276.00 

31300 


UP 

47. >8 

110.73 

137 11 

12609 

199.34 

141.96 

134.78 

1*1.49 

19147 

193.00 

249.00 

293.00 


W.B 

065 

148.53 

1H297 

»4l 17 

200XD 

18161 

170)00 

m 75 

05X07 

27400 

313.00 

378.00 

348 00 

ToaVMMw 

KD.Q0 

i a>.rc 

136.97 

43X80 

I4SX» 

150.16 

144 44 

tamest 

905 34 

206.55 

260 48 

299.38 

298.62 
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Awaexvre Vf-3 


WEIGHTED AVERAGE ALL-INDIA FARM HARVEST PRICES USING STATE PRODUCTION AS WEIGHTS 

COMMERCIAL CROPS 


(Rs. per qwiHJri) 


CROP WEIGHT FARM HARVEST PRICES 

STATE - 




81-82 

82-83 

83-84 

84-85 

85-86 

86-87 

87-88 

89-89 

89-90 

90-91 

91-92 

92-93 

RAPESEED & MUSTARD 













Assam 

3.37 

361.19 

363.71 

441.85 

422.31 

402.44 

533.17 

645.94 

528.19 

646.00 

895.00 



Bihar 

1.72 

447.13 

448.90 

479.59 

483.23 

472.12 

57906 

691.32 

714.50 

65900 

863.00 



Gujarat 

8.32 

403.11 

417.28 

473.01 

396.60 

426.10 

557.52 

661.70 

536.31 

680,00 

768.00 



Haryana 

11.38 

412.00 

437.00 

369.00 

392.00 

508.00 

748.11 

712.54 

643.39 

810.00 

927.00 



M.P. 

9.79 

376.91 

403.90 

496.48 

414.73 

398.83 

606.10 

720.29 

560.17 

658.00 

900.00 



Punjab 

2.09 

365.53 

408.59 

474.62 

501.02 

461.40 

418.42 

684.84 

595.79 

180.00 

206.00 



Rajasthan 

33.99 

413.98 

348.28 

467.55 

353.22 

431.21 

650.98 

680.84 

549.60 

675.00 

851.00 

806,00 

861.00 

UP. 

21.70 

351.07 

411.86 

486.36 

416.38 

418.83 

587.39 

695.74 

535.98 

675.00 

831.00 

848.00 


West Bengal 

7.44 

395.67 

408.78 

503.27 

424.97 

444.72 

531.76 

697.67 

578.39 

679 00 

1010.00 

992.00 

919.00 

TOTAL/Av. PRICES 

100.00 

391.98 

391.55 

465.65 

394.04 

435.19 

61733 

690.35 

562.66 

678.11 

853.42 

885.43 

871.42 

SESAMUM 














A.P. 

4.58 

444.43 

488.48 

556.75 

651.69 

581.98 

741,60 

896.62 

718.21 

860.00 

977.00 

1135.00 

1049.00 

Assam 

1.48 

461.99 

507.06 

648.96 ■ 

730.91 

598.53 

783.87 

955.10 

771.12 

920.00 

1324.00 

1513.00 


Gujarat 

15.44 

544.68 

613.58 

639.40 

641.53 

579.34 

80120 

1034.75 

850.25 

1123.00 

1491.00 

1431.00 

1447.00 

Karnataka 

11.86 

496.25 

534.45 

609.51 

684.23 

616.95 

875.81 

961.15 

766.57 

984.00 

1301.00 

1297.00 

1207.00 

M.P. 

13.51 

495.14 

569.03 

639.94 

569.44 

595.30 

864.89 

1035.95 

756.41 

851.00 

1199.00 

1398.00 

1166.00 

Maharashtra 

14.84 

541.15 

568.76 

587.76 

589.79 

597.13 

745.41 

803.67 

756.10 

888,00 

1155.00 

1434.00 


Rajasthan 

25,85 

552.12 

616.91 

660.45 

657.03 

634.45 

884.80 

1181.17 

865.07 

968.00 

1296.00 

1488.00 


m 

8.54 

538.42 

552.89 

592.89 

590.74 

576.14 

666.25 

711.91 

665.43 

853.00 

1043.00 

1112.00 


UP. 

3.89 

514.71 

587.00 

693.29 

617.80 

601.82 

750.49 

1042.45 

823.90 

891.00 

1193.00 

J 390.00 


TOTAL/Av. PRICES 

100.00 

526.13 

578.86 

628.19 

629.71 

619.29 

815.49 

995.05 

793.47 

947.67 

1252.86 

1384.65 

1260.51 

UNSEED 














Bihar 

11.28 

348.07 

339.16 

365.57 

387.40 

^03.82 

471.04 

634.93 

569.30 

589.00 

760.00 

788.00 


HP. 

0.45 

480.00 

475.48 

528.08 

590.14 

584,13 

674.93 

744.94 

804.45 

980.00 

1055.00 

1142.00 

1446,00 

Karnataka 

2.38 

385.95 

438.35 

449.06 

448.89 

418.10 

481.54 

674.54 

592.21 

638.00 

979.00 

944.00 

833.00 

M.P 

39.93 

369.38 

401.65 

458.79 

461.25 

449.36 

639.93 

735.75 

647.74 

747.00 

955.00 

1020.00 

883.00 

Maharashtra 

16.27 

419.75 

436,36 

430.58 

427.26 

434.25 

467.86 

518.62 

539.15 

664.00 

757.00 

884.00 


Rajasthan 

5.80 

351.05 

422.02 

422.43 

472.16 

467.03 

655.45 

691.52 

560.07 

719.00 

846.00 

920.00 

934.00 

U.R 

23.90 

378.27 

400.69 

459.48 

443.27 

455.27 

649.82 

756.87 

668.74 

743.00 

982.00 

1000.00 


TOTAL/Av. PRICES 

100.00 

377.12 

402.40 

441.82 

444.00 

444.06 

592.53 

690.12 

620.54 

711.54 

901.94 

959.86 

894.20 

CASTORSEED 














A.P. 

15.42 

272.40 

291.04 

488.26 

387.68 

317.96 

422.43 

648.72 

565.57 

567.00 

345.00 

654.00 

630.00 

Gujarat 

75.93 

286.65 

370.52 

451.64 

357.49 

318.07 

480.55 

534.07 

629.55 

570.00 

528.00 

687.00 

815.00 

Karnataka 

4,08 

311.04 

297.80 

451.97 

390-26 

366.67 

434.10 

614.01 

551,78 

654.00 

939.00 



Maharashtra 

0.42 

272.40 

282.21 

289 14 

294.43 

293.83 

307.86 

375.24 

385.00 

415.00 

467,00 



Rajasthan 

2.53 

283.62 

305.84 

389.51 

311.71 

347.59 

419,09 

585.33 

596.06 

555.00 

496.00 

651,00 

730.00 

T.N. 

1.63 

266.56 

306.79 

405.88 

328.79 

280.73 

304.20 

572.09 

514.69 

517.00 

554.00 



TOTAL/Av. PRICES 

100.00 

284.99 

352.26 

454.31 

361.60 

320.07 

464.56 

556.26 

612.78 

571.08 

546.76 

680.61 

782.0#. 
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Annexure Vl-3 


WEIGHTED AVERAGE ALL-INDIA FARM HARVEST PRICES USING STATE PRODUCTION AS 

WEIGHTS 

COMMERCIAL CROPS 


(Rs. per quintal) 


CROP WEIGHT FARM HARVEST PRICES 

STATE - 




81-82 

82-83 

83-84 

84-85 

85-86 

86-87 

87-88 

88-89 

89-90 

90-91 

91-92 

92-93 

COTTON 

A.P 

11.94 

513.15 

488.75 

601.41 

547.15 

459.98 

613.63 

857.13 

843.53 

774.00 

922.00 

1447.1X1 

994.00 

Ouarot 

18.00 


453.50 

458.54 

444.53 

417.59 

617.37 

813.80 

836 85 

738.00 

126100 

1431.00 

1635.00 

Haryana 

13.67 

463.00 

468.00 

483.00 

496.00 

487.00 

559.74 

712.67 

608 44 

691.00 

• 01.00 

9C6.00 

820.00 

Karnataka 

9.43 

38594 

413.24 

460.13 

448.54 

357.24 

516.21 

590.93 

646 00 

654.00 

999.00 

970.00 

1080.00 

MJ>. 

4.73 

510.15 

413.29 

569.40 

560.53 

479 70 

570.91 

915.75 

80031 

791.00 

906.00 

1393.00 

1028.00 

Rat**km 

25.5! 

11.14 

377 41 
445.99 

487.50 

444.23 

490 86 
46953 

546.20 

603.67 

492 09 
47093 

470.11 

462.38 

685.20 

940.85 

734 07 
687 90 

637.00 

302.00 

1090.00 


T.N. 

538 

427.15 

406.52 

484.25 

470.11 

440.74 

448.88 

672.13 

680 15 

666.00 

771.00 

893.00 


UP 

0.20 

447.88 

476.95 

514.99 

665.97 

509.60 

477.88 

643.56 

836 59 

673.00 

750.00 

1091.00 


TOTAIVAt. prices 

100.00 

354.93 

459 15 

495 30 

515.17 

455.76 

533.13 

762.32 

735.45 

707.39 

876.83 

1185.64 

1169.30 

Jim 

/Wan 

11.43 

157.00 

16481 

203.00 

310.24 

254.45 

187.63 

200.08 

255 23 

330.09 

424.01,1 

412.00 


Btwr 

14.94 

129.71 

201.07 

281.62 

689.85 

234.24 

303.32 

198.90 

293 45 

344.00 

4J6.00 

316.00 

300.00 


73.63 

181.86 

202.33 

300.03 

741.17 

272 31 

236.68 

27493 

m 19 

454.00 

510.00 

4*9 00 

39100 

TOTAL/At. prices 

>00.00 

171.23 

197.85 

286.19 

684 24 

264.58 

226.09 

255.02 

353.68 

423 39 

487.62 

432.27 

375.65 

SUNHEMP 

BDmt 

M.P. 

13.24 

25.25 

233.02 

381.44 

294.58 

394.85 

324.60 

497.94 

363.75 

402.32 

300.19 

560.63 

300.50 

784.73 

0.00 

752.10 

0.00 

808.15 

0.00 

840.00 

0.00 

971.00 

808.00 

1331.00 

Rajaathan 

16.44 

326.70 

340.99 

431.38 

463 30 

604.87 

588.51 

798.64 

544.03 

550.00 

577.00 

708.00 


L'.P 

45.07 

318.49 

479.02 

469-59 

437.98 

593.68 

5SP.88 

770 48 

754.35 

660.00 

863.00 

743.00 


TOTAL/At. PRICES 

1 CO.OO 

324.42 

410.65 

451.27 

423 31 

541.31 

587.02 

770.47 

730.16 

691.55 

840.24 

755.29 

1331 00 


pepper 


Kmli 

100.00 

1211.96 

1196.64 

1725.33 

2920.98 

4011.96 

5303.1 4 

4470.04 

3979.68 

3498.00 

3257.00 

2945.00 


TOTAL/A?. PRICES 

100.00 

1211.96 

1196.64 

1725.33 

2920.98 

4013 96 

5303.14 

4470.04 

3979.68 

3498.00 

3257.00 

2945 00 


GINGER 

Bihar 

1.39 

362.02 

506.90 

589.90 

334.55 

315.CO 

620.05 

816.68 

916.85 

1013.00 

757.00 

945.00 


HP. 

1 OR 

431.08 

654.02 

564.69 

497.50 

428.27 

519.86 

661.97 

712.87 

893.00 

949.00 

1074.(X' 

1144.00 

KirraMrta 

5.37 

298.18 

389 99 

467.08 

323.69 

514.90 

459.06 

584 80 

529.32 

484 00 

559.00 

349.00 

571 00 

Ker ula 

i6.78 

867.00 

1633.00 

2740.68 

2238.77 

964.64 

1123.07 

1682.80 

1529.54 

2140.00 

2410.00 

2137 00 


M.P. 

5 37 

568.93 

628 46 

733.12 

53151 

165.60 

566.90 

1066.15 

1122.53 

1038.00 

1123.00 

109400 

1198 00 

TOTAL/At. PRICES 

100.00 

808.69 

1486.01 

2457.24 

1998.86 

882.72 

1043.99 

1567.60 

1436.58 

1962.66 

2202.63 

1956 81 

908 24 
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Annexur* VI-3 


WEIGHTED AVERAGE ALL-INDIA FARM HARVEST PRICES USING STATE PRODUCTION AS 

WEIGHTS 

COMMERCIAL CROPS 

(Rs. per quintal) 


CROP 

STATE 

WEIGHT 





FARM HARVEST PRICES 






81-82 

82-83 

83-84 

84-85 

85-86 86-87 87-88 88-89 

89-90 

90-91 

91-W 

9Mf 


CHILLIES 

A.P. 

Assam 

Bihar 

Gujarat 

Karnataka 

M.P. 

Maharashtra 

Rajasthan 

Tamilnadu 

60.98 

1.30 
0.82 

3.14 

6.53 

2.31 
11.24 

8.53 

5.14 

827,53 

405.98 
527.65 
980.93 

825.98 
878.25 
830.03 
842.77 
767.56 

617.39 

456.07 

746.52 

977.35 

971.97 

879.83 

821.14 

900.75 

385.26 

762.04 

600.04 

739.31 

904.74 

632.57 

765.41 

849.20 

929.21 
506.87 

1220.68 

591.34 

1435415 

1233.27 

1278.54 

1520.® 

899.23 

1231.50 

1015.61 

711.00 

529.28 

1306.55 

1255.40 

1275.00 

1360.00 

897.71 

1339.71 

645.38 

646.26 

553.56 
897.29 

1232.92 

708.04 

953.56 
866.88 

1164.21 

529.84 

1318.17 

680.37 

1337.36 

1342.26 

1102.56 

1539-30 

975.53 

1466.54 

792.24 

1736.81 

771.71 

1854.25 

2036.46 

2649.00 

2453.53 

1431.60 

2290.52 

1605.79 

976.00 

763.00 

1452.00 

1261.00 

1241.00 

1351.00 

1379.00 

1536.00 

1606.00 

1716.00 

1137.00 

1334.00 

2449.00 

1431.00 

1530.00 

1629.00 

1492.00 

1067.00 

3262.00 

1376.00 

1556.00 

2725.00 

3240.00 

3969.00 

2358.00 

3583.00 

736.00 

1534.00 

2541.00 

3123.00 

2811.00 

2268.00 

TOTAL/Av. PRICES 

100.00 

826.21 

702.32 

766.81 

1179.60 

853.14 

739.71 

124&R2 

1816.9$ 

1137.55 

1643.20 

3017.32 

1793.45 

TURMERIC 














A.P 

52.35 

256.14 

542.49 

909.64 

82918 

790.37 

537.97 

714.85 

642.06 

534.00 

878.00 

1282.00 

1230.00 

Bihar 

1.48 

290.80 

541.61 

695.45 

**.90 

84060 

874.41 

812.88 

646.00 

1157.00 

903.00 

118.00 


Karnataka 

23.90 

286.71 

290.00 


1292.81 

1142.50 

111250 

1027.00 

793.00 

888.00 

1187.00 

1992.00 

1745.00 

T.N. 

21.94 

291.69 

508.45 

868.86 

1072.76 

896.16 

671.33 

830.24 

686.73 

698.00 

799.00 

1522.00 


TOTAL/Av. PRICES 

100.00 

271.81 

474.45 

893.64 

994.19 

898.83 

710.07 

816.54 

688.14 

664.24 

935.09 

1485.34 

1391.40 

MESTA 














A-P. 

69-36 

210.61 

215.77 

328.38 

673.77 

20468 

210.02 

264.75 

338.® 

406.00 


344.00 

321.00 

Assam 

4.49 

118.51 

126.66 

200.00 


175.00 

155.63 

157.96 

193.78 

203.00 

719.00 

602.00 


Bihar 

21.82 

125.10 

194.90 

272.63 

503. H> 

183.15 

180.05 

196.16 

229.30 

286.00 

348.00 

304.00 

243.00 

Karnataka 

4,33 

192.55 

174.10 

280.81 

195.50 

189.75 

307.56 


323.00 

375.00 

378.00 

883.00 

873.00 

TOTAL/Av. PRICES 

100.00 

187.03 

205.41 

308.39 

613.09 

198.00 

205.26 

233.52 

307.86 

369.36 

406.00 

370.20 

328.75 

POTATO 














Assam 

2.64 

130.15 

153.82 

171.83 

151.52 

210.76 

208.56 

194.05 

236.80 

217.00 

235.00 

268.00 


Bibic 

10.57 

81.68 

122.25 

90.75 

119.43 

149.95 

188.22 

175,40 

157.70 

147.00 

260.00 

257.00 

225.00 

Gujarat 

2.53 

106.56 

137.71 

133.79 

102.57 

241.30 

303.01 

180.50 

151.73 

255.00 

371.00 

319.00 

281.00 

H.P, 

1.00 

148.88 

155.69 



198.08 

212.50 

226.32 

225.72 

266-00 

294.00 

324.00 


Karnataka 

2.05 

110.95 

119.24 

149.26 

122.03 

150.23 

199.63 

197.88 

148.93 

165.00 

240.00 

299.00 

168.00 

M.P. 

2.52 

67.25 

105.19 

129.48 

92.89 

175.39 

161.56 

143.23 

140.49 

193.00 

241.00 

261.00 

240.00 

Mahwashtra 

0.39 

113.49 

121.23 

104.00 

106.16 

129.10 

165.10 

165.81 

167.85 

180.00 

206.00 

255.00 


Rajasthan 

0.22 

120.02 

136.45 

115.82 

73.18 

191.16 

155.05 

142.87 

169.81 

196.00 

185.00 

297.00 


T.N. 

0.82 

147.88 

113.67 

126.80 

106.10 

120.63 

179.27 

183.93 

175.63 

208,00 

231.00 

215.00 


C.R 

44,95 

43.55 

73.68 

61.47 

41.39 

128.33 

88.37 

73.23 

76.22 

93.00 

141.00 

156.00 


West Bengal 

32.30 

96.12 

93.29 

80.83 

107.36 

123.80 

128.65 

92.30 

158.50 

185.00 

166.00 

192.00 

147.00 

TOTAL ArJVMCES 

100.00 

72.78 

92.09 

sa 09 

79.60 

136.60 

127.11 

103.38 

123.35 

143.04 

177.14 

193.83 

175.84 
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Annexure VI-3 


WEIGHTED AVERAGE ALL-INDIA FARM HARVEST PRICES USING STATE PRODUCTION AS 

WEIGHTS 

COMMERCIAL CROPS 

(Rs. per quintal) 


CROP/ WEIGHT FARM HARVEST PRICES 

STATE -——-- 

81-82 82-83 S3-84 94-83 83-86 86-87 87-88 88-89 89-90 90-91 91-92 92-93 


TOBACCO 

A.P. 

37.99 

1152.25 

1026.47 

1058.52 

1124.75 

1340.94 

1208.67 

1934.04 

2071.49 

1553.00 

2674.00 

2452.00 

2392.00 

Bihar 

3.02 

1176.18 

1170.62 

1501.76 

1322.35 

1411.23 

1417.85 

1852.15 

1673.10 

4909.00 

5212.00 

4027.00 


Gujarat 

34.76 

453.00 

438.00 

514.53 

486.42 

406.34 

501.52 

1320.00 

745.76 

718.00 

1107.00 

1075.00 

917.00 

Karnataka 

7.07 

927.18 

846.11 

978.54 

941.71 

831.97 

919.76 

1342.82 

2009.00 

2613.00 

2700.00 

2450.00 

2077.00 

Maharashtra 

1.90 

650.00 

747.50 

800.00 

900.00 

872.50 

841.70 

873.50 

889.70 

1013.00 

1050.00 

1123.00 


Ktyasihan 

0.76 

519.32 

466.63 

521-15 

540.66 

419.63 

710.01 

633.94 

745.07 

889.00 

1132.00 

1099.00 


T.N. 

2.14 

463.45 

446.32 

664,74 

745.26 

766.67 

539.27 

545.10 

648.61 

1101.00 

1715.00 

1595.00 


U.P. 

12.36 

360.32 

441.92 

595.94 

489.27 

357.83 

399.96 

501.17 

642.49 

476.00 

604.00 

975.00 


TOTAL AvTF RICES 

100.00 

767.02 

719.30 

802.57 

800.53 

832.52 

823.71 

1439.47 

1354.57 

1281.01 

1888.91 

1784.38 

1721.72 

GROUNDNUT 

A.P. 

27.70 

342.40 

371.31 

409.06 

423.55 

434.19 

536.59 

626.60 

524.84 

651.00 

878.00 

950.00 

804.00 

Gujarat 

23,87 

309.45 

432.70 

444.22 

472.70 

508.38 

652.04 

785.90 

591.11 

778.00 

960.00 

1060.00 

99MD 

Karnataka 

11.83 

347.63 

366.51 

404.55 

422.69 

409.99 

506.41 

616.57 

508.09 

628.00 

913.00 

1000.00 

834.00 

M.R 

3.78 

375.39 

3*5.41 

442.46 

463.30 

427.58 

570.79 

706.78 

551.05 

635.00 

916.00 

1160.00 

926.00 

Mahanwhtra 

12.63 

390.14 

421.69 

406.49 

402.86 

423.93 

468.32 

517.94 

499.60 

636.00 

840.00 

iwtoo 


Rajasthaa 

2.94 

397.14 

416.63 

470.49 

440.15 

437.93 

542.52 

706.88 

526.0? 

629.00 

924.00 

1125.00 


T.N. 

15.62 

313.00 

382.00 

430.21 

406.98 

388 70 

467.45 

574.97 

4*7.44 

572.00 

715.00 

758.00 


U.P. 

1.63 

247.39 

312.33 

388.64 

414.50 

430.10 

471.96 

632.11 

585.41 

622.00 

834.00 

1094.00 


TOTAL/At. prices 

100.00 

337.90 

394.33 

422.63 

431.82 

440.43 

544.56 

647.11 

526.99 

665.16 

873.52 


*85.41 
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Annexurc VI-4 


INDEX OF PRICES RECEIVED ON BASE 1988-91*100 
USING PRICE RELATIVES BASED ON FARM HARVEST PRICES(FHP) 

AND FROM WHOLESALE PRICE INDEX (WHEREVER FHP IS NOT AVAILABLE) 


SI. Commoditiai W 

No. 

'EIGHT 





PRICE RELATIVES 







1981-82 

1982-83 

1983-84 

1984-85 

1985-86 

1986-87 

1987-88 

1988-89 

1989-90 

1990-91 

1991-92 

1992-93 

AGRICULTURAL 














PRODUCTS 

<7.17 

56-03 

60.78 

64.43 

67.88 

68-55 

75.97 

86.81 

88.68 

96.20 

116.12 

135.71 

13852 

CERKAIJ? 


64.62 

71.51 

71.41 

71.82 

76.25 

78.79 

84Jfl) 

90.75 

96.51 

mu 

mm 

152-61 

1. Paddy# 

13.063 

63.57 

72.44 

73.58 

73.01 

76.98 

80.89 

85.19 

91.72 

96.91 

111.37 

130.34 

139.46 

2. Wheat# 

8.551 

64.86 

69.79 

67.31 

69.84 

73.49 

74.48 

83.44 

88.85 

96.05 

115.09 

144.99 

170.65 

3. lower # 

1.137 

70.01 

71.90 

77.29 

75.74 

77.12 

80.27 

82.35 

92.77 

95.28 

111.95 

179.05 

173.31 

4. Bajra # 

0.588 

69.96 

71.74 

68.18 

71.02 

90.45 

87.63 

93.04 

81.41 

95.83 

122.75 

158.24 

139.89 

5. Barley# 

0.126 

53.58 

61.11 

59.25 

64.99 

67.00 

64.45 

87.67 

91.62 

9116 

116.22 

133.58 

133.24 

6. Man*# 

0.644 

(59.63 

75.94 

75.25 

68.31 

84.73 

85.03 

95.12 

99.28 

97.45 

103.28 

157.60 

160.64 

7. Ragi# 

0.118 

70.80 

73.75 

80.03 

76.93 

80.97 

80.34 

82.11 

99.15 

99.86 

100.99 

123.53 

142.67 

PBLSBS 

1677 

45.73 

46JK 

53.18 

6152 

Oil 

&Z& 

78.23 

89.67 

1QQ.91 

m*i 

118-37 

12657 

8. Gram# 

1.587 

43.19 

40.86 

49.84 

66.48 

64.62 

58.14 

77.64 

91.76 

105.22 

103.02 

10551 

126.38 

9. Arhar# 

1.177 

48.73 

53.02 

55.89 

53.66 

53.79 

69.42 

89.82 

79.65 

96.09 

124.36 

132.96 

131.66 

lO.Urad 

0.801 

40.55 

46.80 

58.30 

65.90 

66.70 

68.00 

71.70 

88.00 

102.80 

109.20 

125.70 

119.30 

ll.Mooag 

0519 

48.92 

45.00 

5140 

66.00 

71.80 

61.70 

71.70 

101.20 

98.70 

100.10 

112.70 

130.60 

12-Mawor 

0.293 

52.63 

44.10 

48.60 

57.70 

63.60 

65.90 

71.00 

9090 

97 JW 

111.30 

125.20 

115.70 

nnsFFns 

JAtt 


55.29 

63.22 

6ian 

60.65 

EU& 

96.35 

KL 22 

94.29 

1M 


laui 

13. Liotaad# 

0.313 

50.64 

54.04 

59.33 

59.62 

59.61 

79.57 

92.67 

83.33 

95.55 

121.12 

128.90 

120.08 

11 1 infill 11 f 

0.699 

52.72 

58.00 

6194 

63. K) 

62.05 

81.71 

99.70 

79.51 

94.96 

125.54 

138.74 

126.30 

15. Grouadant# 

6.038 

49.07 

57.27 

61.38 

6171 

68/96 

78.65 

93.98 

76.54 

96.60 

126.86 

142.22 

128.59 

16. Rape & Muetard# 

3.909 

56.15 

S6.Q9 

66.71 

56.45 

6134 

88.43 

96.90 

80.60 

97.14 

122.26 

126.84 

124.83 

17. Cactor Med # 

0.360 

49.84 

61.06 

78.75 

5168 

55.48 

80.53 

96.43 

106.22 

99.00 

94.78 

117.98 

135.57 

1 8. Coconat/freeh 

1.101 

50.56 

5170 

75.30 

109.80 

56.40 

81.50 

104.20 

109.80 

89.50 

100.70 

138.80 

163.40 

19. Safflower 

0.309 

54.00 

50.70 

59.70 

6110 

59.40 

88.10 

101.90 

95.80 

86.50 

117.70 

147.50 

136.70 

20. Sunflower 

0.520' 

52.66 

53.50 

58.40 

57.10 

57.30 

81.10 

94.90 

8150 

91.70 

125.80 

150.00 

128.50 

21 . Soyabea* @@ 

1.223 

46.53 

44.21 

49.56 

45.00 

45.32 

53.54 

90.91 

82.04 

78.80 

139.17 

130.51 

129.89 

OTHERS 

1M98 

51.93 

55.06 

finaa 

7(1.16 

63.73 

69.37 

84.99 

91.27 

96.28 

112A1 

136.72 

13SJL 

22. Sugaroaoe R 

8.500 

59.48 

56.66 

56.89 

6155 

66.60 

69.51 

74.98 

87.57 

104.89 

107.54 

118.35 

120.83 

21 Cotton# 

5.265 

45.90 

59.38 

64.06 

66.63 

58.94 

68.95 

98.59 

95.11 

91.49 

113.40 

153.34 

151.24 

24. lute# 

0.770 

40.63 

46.93 

67.89 

162.31 

62.76 

53.63 

60.49 

83.90 

100.43 

115.67 

102.54 

89.11 

25. Meata # 

0.081 

51.77 

56.86 

85.36 

169.70 

54.81 

56.82 

64.64 

85.22 

102.24 

112.55 

102.47 

91.00 

26. Tobacco # 

0.839 

50.86 

47.69 

53.22 

53.08 

55.20 

54.62 

95.44 

89.82 

84.94 

125.25 

118.31 

114.16 

27. Cardamom* 

0.182 

12.94 

12.60 

29.10 

31.80 

33.50 

51.50 

65.80 

65.90 

101.70 

132.40 

112.80 

162.40 

28. Owtte*dry# 

1.305 

53.91 

45.83 

50.03 

76.97 

55.71 

48.27 

81.49 

118.56 

74.23 

107.22 

196.88 

117.02 

29. Black pepper# 

0.229 

33.87 

33.44 

48.22 

81.63 

112.18 

148.21 

124.92 

111.22 

97.76 

91.02 

82.30 

82.30 

30. Ginger dry # 

0.199 

43.31 

79.58 

131.59 

107 .OS 

47.27 

55.91 

83.95 

76.93 

J0S.11 

117.96 

104.80 

48.64 

31. Turmeric# 

0.380 

35.65 

62.22 

117.20 

130.39 

117.88 

93.-13 

107.09 

*90.25 

87.11 

122.64 

194.80 

182.48 

32. Betti out 

0.501 

47.17 

44.20 

46.70 

67.10 

66.00 

67.00 

66.50 

80.30 

8140 

137.30 

190.80 

195.20 

33. Garlic 

0.248 

36.14 

49.20 

55.50 

25.60 

47.10 

207.40 

186.70 

58.40 

7120 

169.40 

172.00 

114.30 

mmftYffiCTrtaig 

3,210 

52.88 

59.99 

60.30 

59.72 

76.30 

3LH 

83.23 

86.92 

95.64 

nut 


12m 

34. Batata 

1.655 

57.11 

61.60 

60.90 

67.60 

69.50 

87.80 

88.90 

95.10 

100.00 

.104.90 

129.60 

150.80 

35. Ca*hewwtt 

0.335 

56.37 

45.50 

50.40 

61.30 

71.40 

90.50 

93.70 

92.70 

98.30 

109.00 

161.70 

161.60 

36. Potato # 

1.937 

49.20 

62.26 

54.15 

53.82 

92.35 

85.94 

69.89 

83.53 

96.71 

119.76 

131.05 

118.88 

37. Sweet potato 

0.191 

52.11 

48.60 

58.90 

74.80 

59.50 

91.20 

86.80 

93.20 

103.10 

103.80 

113.60 

143.70 

Ifeiapioca 

0.419 

38.51 

61.10 

70.30 

4150 

76.10 

93.50 

60.10 

60.30 

108.70 

130,80 

124.20 

165,00 

39. Oaioaj 

0.673 

60.46 

59 30 

75.60 

63.00 

55.70 

74.70 

115.80 

88.30 

70.30 

14130 

123.90 

107.70 
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INDEX OF PRICES RECEIVED ON BASE 1988-91=100 
USING PRICE RELATIVES BASED ON FARM HARVEST PRICES(FHP) 

AND FROM WHOLESALE PRICE INDEX (WHEREVER FHP IS NOT AVAILABLE) 


SI. Commodities WEIGHT PRICE RELATIVES 


No. 


1981-82 

1982-83 

1983-84 

1984-85 

1985-86 

1986-87 

1987-88 

1988-89 

1989-90 

1990-91 

1991-92 

1992-93 

LIVESTOCK PRODUCTS 

32.826 

52.62 

59.22 

63.87 

68.32 

74.08 

78.04 

84.37 

93.50 

100.00 

106.44 

120.71 

138.49 

40, Milk group 

19.112 

50.40 

55.70 

61.30 

66.80 

70.80 

74.30 

81.80 

93.10 

101.40 

105.40 

119.20 

133.50 

41. Mutton 

2.635 

49.00 

52.80 

55.20 

61.80 

69.70 

82.20 

86.50 

92.80 

99.90 

107.30 

119.80 

134.80 

42. Pork 

0.506 

47.24 

54.70 

57.70 

62.30 

68.10 

70.50 

72.80 

83.70 

101.60 

114.80 

129.10 

126.30 

43. Poultry chicken 

2.767 

62.66 

73.60 

78.30 

82.50 

87.70 

86.70 

91.10 

90.40 

101.20 

99.30 

120.50 

143.00 

44 . Fish 

5.660 

55.62 

67.10 

70.50 

70.00 

81.20 

84.00 

87.30 

92.00 

95.70 

112.30 

124.90 

159.10 

45 .Eggs 

1.341 

64.39 

70.10 

74JO 

79.20 

80.50 

84.50 

9X40 

101.40 

95-10 

103.60 

127.20 

141.10 

46. Hides raw 

0.300 

53.19 

54.10 

53.60 

63.20 

80.20 

81.90 

95.80 

78.20 

99.00 

122.70 

139.00 

143.20 

47. Skins Raw 

0.334 

29.13 

27.00 

26.00 

37.30 

49.50 

62.00 

75.60 

93.40 

98.80 

>07.80 

98.10 

89.30 

48. Raw wool 

0.171 

63.17 

58.40 

58.10 

56.00 

57.50 

91.00 

102.20 

97.10 

105.00 

96.00 

105.20 

102.00 

Total Wt/Av. Index 

00.000 

54.91 

60.27 

64.24 

68.02 

70.37 

76.65 

86.01 

90.26 

97.45 

11X27 

130.79 

138.36 


# Price relatives are based on Farm Harvest Prioes. 

@ ©Price relatives are average for peak marketing season i.e. Oct.-Dec. only of a yeer. 
$$ Price relatives are based on average price actually paid to the farmers (hiring a year. 


Amtexare VI-5 

WDfcX OF PRICES RECEIVED ON B ASE1988-91=100 
SUB GROUP / GROUP INDICES 


Commodity Groups /_PRICE RELATIVES 


Sub groups 

Weights 

1981-82 

1982-83 

1983-84 

1984-85 

1985-86 

1986-87 

1987-88 

1988-89 

1989-90 

1990-91 

1991-92 

1992-93 

AGRICULTURAL 

PRODUCTS 

67.17 


6Q31 

6443 

67.88 

MAS 

75.97 

86.81 

88.68 

96.20 

115.12 

mzi 

liU2 

CEREALS 

24.23 

6 4.62 

71.51 

71.41 

71.82 

75.25 

78.79 

84.89 

90.75 

96.51 

112.75 

124.41 

152.61 

PULSES 

4.68 

45.73 

45.86 

53.18 

6X52 

63.45 

63.78 

78.23 

89.67 

100.91 

109.43 

118.37 

126.57 

OILSEEDS 

14.56 

51.38 

55.29 

63.22 

62.80 

60.65 

79.95 

96.35 

82.27 

94.29 

123.44 

136.09 

130,35 

PRUTFS & VEGETABLES 5.21 

52.88 

59.99 

60.30 

59.72 

75.50 

86.17 

83.23 

86.92 

95.64 

117.46 

130.45 

134.94 

OTHERS 

18.50 

51.93 

55.06 

60.23 

70.35 

63.73 

69.37 

84.99 

91.27 

96.28 

112.45 

136.72 

129.81 

.UYJBSTQCLPRQBL 

ICTS 32.83 

5X62 

5X2 1 

6X87 

6K-32 

7408 

78.04 

M22 

93.30 

iQQjao 


120.71 

138.49 

Total Wt/Av .Index 

100.000 

54.91 

60.27 

64.24 

68.02 

70.37 

76.65 

86.01 

90.26 

97.45 

112.27 

130.79 

138.38 
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Annexure VII-1 


WEIGHTS FOR COMBINING THE THREE 


INDICES OF PRICES PAID 

TYPE OF 

Eipeadi- 

Percentage 

IPP 

lure 



(Crore Rs) 


IPFFC 

64549 

73.6 

IPPiC 

18982 

21.6 

IPPCF 

4239 

4.8 

TOTAL 

87770 

100.0 


ESTIMATES OF EXPENDITURE INCLUDED 
IN THE 3 INDICES AT BASE PERIOD PRICES 


1 . 

IPPIC 

RS. 

18982CRORE 

(ANNEXURE V-2.8) 

2. 

IPPCF 

RS. 

4239 CRORE 

(ANNEXURE V-3.1) 

3. 

IPPFC 

RS. 

64549CRORE 

AS DETAILED BELOW: 


1. Per capita expenditure for 30 days included in IPP-FC(al 1987-88 prices)» Rs.80.13 (Annexure V-1.3) 

2. Index(IPP-FC) for 1987-88 on base 1988-91=100 = 81.25 (From Annex-are V-1.5B) 

3. Per capita expenditure for 30 days at base price: 

= Rs.80.13* 100/81.25 = Rs.98.62 

4. Per capita expenditure at base price for one year t.e. 
for 365 days=(Rs.98.62/30)*365=Rs.1199.895 

5. Eati mated expenditure for total agricultural population (estimated at 53.8 crore as per details given in the 
following table) 

= Rs.1199.895 * 53.8 crore = Rs.64549.00 crore 


ESTIMATION OF AGRICULTURAL POPULATION 


TYPE OF 

RH’s 

NO. OF RURAL HH’s 

AS PER aIDIS 81-82 

RURAL 
POPN 
_ 1991 

RURAL POPN ESTIMATED 
FOR MID BASE-PERIOD 

(Crore) 

NUMBER 

(’00) 

PERCENTAGE 
TO TOTAL 

CENSUS 

(Crore) 

RURAL 

938225 

100.00 

62.7 

61.4 

CULT 

715534 

76.26 


46.8 

AGRI LAB 

106301 

11.33 


7.0 

ARTISANS 

14531 

1.55 


0.9 

OTHERS 

101858 

10.86 


6.7 


AGRIPOPN = CULT + AGRI LAB = 53.8 Gore 
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Annexur* VI1-2 


COMBINED INDEX OF PRICES PAID 


YEAR 

IPPFC 

1PPIC 

1PPCF 

COMBINED 

INDEX 

(Wcighi)-> 

(73.54) 

(21.63) 

(4.8.7) 

( 100.001 

1981-82 

52.26 

88.54 

56.88 

60.33 

1 ¥82-83 

56.51 

91.05 

62.59 

64.28 

1983-84 

61.67 

90.97 

67.41 

68.28 

1984-85 

64.00 

92.29 

72.48 

70.52 

1985-86 

66.70 

94.30 

76.35 

73.14 

1986-87 

71.60 

98.66 

78.81 

77.80 

1987-88 

81.25 

102.25 

82.50 

85.85 

1988-89 

86.97 

96.85 

90.89 

89.29 

1989-90 

94.03 

99.16 

100.62 

95.46 

1990-91 

106.99 

104.00 

108.48 

106.41 

1991-92 

120.00 

119.38 

127.15 

120.21 

1992-93 

127.06 

139.51 

137.53 

130.26 





Annexuie Vll-3 

INDEX OF TERMS OF TRADE BETWEEN AGRICULTURAL AND 


NON AGRICULTURAL SECTORS ON BASE 1988-91 = 100 


YEAR 

1PP 


IPR 

ITT 

1981-82 

60.33 


54.91 

91.0 

1982-83 

64.28 


60.27 

93.8 

1983-84 

68.28 


64.24 

94.1 

1984-85 

70.52 


68.02 

96.5 

1985-86 

73.14 


70.37 

96.2 

1986-87 

77.80 


76.65 

98.5 

1987-88 

85.85 


86.01 

100.2 

1988-89 

89.29 


90.26 

101.1 

19*9-90 

95.46 


97.45 

102.1 

1990-91 

106.41 


112.27 

105.5 

1991-92 

120.21 


130.79 

108.8 

1992-93 

130.26 


138.38 

106.2 
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